SAN LUIS PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 





HEARINGS - 


BEFORE THE hs 


SUBCOMMITTEE ON acantltl cay 
IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION 


OF THE 


COMMITTEE ON 
INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIY ES 


EIGHTY-FIFTH CONGRESS 


SECOND SESSION 
ON 


H. R. 6035 and H. R. 7295 


BILLS “TO AUTHORIZE THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR TO 
CONSTRUCT THE SAN LUIS UNIT OF THE CENTRAL VALLEY 
PROJECT, CALIFORNIA, TO ENTER INTO AN AGREEMENT WITH 
THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA WITH RESPECT TO THE CONSTRUCTION 
AND OPERATION OF SUCH UNIT, AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES” 


H. R. 2452 and H. R. 2521 


BILLS “TO PROVIDE FOR FEDERAL COOPERATION WITH THD STATE 

OF CALIFORNIA IN THE CONSTRUCTION OF THE SAN LUIS UNIT OF 

THE FEATHER RIVER PROJECT, TO AUTHORIZE THE SECRETARY 

OF INTERIOR TO NEGOTIATE AN AGREEMENT THEREFOR, AND FOR 
OTHER PURPOSES” 


H. R. 9969 


A BILL “TO AUTHORIZE THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR TO 

CONSTRUCT THE SAN LUIS UNIT OF THE CENTRAL VALLEY 

PROJECT, CALIFORNIA, TO ENTER INTO AN AGREEMENT WITH THE 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA WITH RESPECT TO THE FINANCING, 

CONSTRUCTION, AND OPERATION OF SUCH UNIT, AND FOR OTHER 
PURPOSES” 





JANUARY 15, 16, AND 17, 1958 


Printed for the use of the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs 


Serial No. 4 


UNITED STATES 
GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE 
20421 WASHINGTON : 1958 











COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS 
CLAIR ENGLE, California, Chairman 


WAYNE N. ASPINALL, Colorado 

LEO W. O’BRIEN, New York 
WALTER ROGERS, Texas 

MRS. GRACIE PFOST, Idaho 

JAMES A. HALEY, Florida 

GEORGE A. SHUFORD, North Carolina 
ADAM CLAYTON POWELL, Jr., New York 
ED EDMONDSON, Oklahoma 

LEE METCALF, Montana 

GEORGE H. CHRISTOPHER, Missouri 
B. F. SISK, California 

STEWART L. UDALL, Arizona 
CHARLES C. DIGGS, Jr., Michigan 

J. T. RUTHERFORD, Texas 

WALTER 8. BARING, Nevada 

AL ULLMAN, Oregon 


E. L. (BOB) BARTLETT (Delegate), Alaska 
JOHN A. BURNS (Delegate), Hawaii 


A. L. MILLER, Nebraska 

JOHN P. SAYLOR, Pennsylvania 

J. ERNEST WHARTON, New York 
E. Y. BERRY, South Dakota 
WILLIAM A. DAWSON, Utah 
JACK WESTLAND, Washington 
JOHN R. PILLION, New York 
CRAIG HOSMER, California 
JOHN J. RHODES, Arizona 

J. EDGAR CHENOWETH, Colorado 
JAMES B. UTT, California 

KEITH THOMSON, Wyoming 
PHIL WEAVER, Nebraska 
HAROLD R, COLLIER, Illinois 


A. FERNOS-ISERN (Resident Commissioner), Puerto Rico 





SUBCOMMITTEE 


ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION 


WAYNE N, ASPINALL, Colorado, Chairman 


CLAIR ENGLE, California (ex officio) 
LEO W. O’BRIEN, New York 
WALTER ROGERS, Texas 

MRS. GRACIE PFOST, Idaho 

JAMES A. HALEY, Florida 

GEORGE A. SHUFORD, North Carolina 
ADAM CLAYTON POWELL, Jr., New York 
ED EDMONDSON, Oklahoma 

LEE METCALF, Montana 

GEORGE H. CHRISTOPHER, Missouri 
B. F. SISK, California 

STEWART L. UDALL, Arizona 

J.T. RUTHERFORD, Texas 

WALTER S. BARING, Nevada 

AL ULLMAN, Oregon 


JOHN A. BURNS (Delegate), Hawaii 


A. L. MILLER, Nebraska 

JOHN P. SAYLOR, Pennsylvania 

J. ERNEST WHARTON, New York 
E. Y. BERRY, South Dakota 
WILLIAM A. DAWSON, Utah 
JACK WESTLAND, Washington 
JOHN R., PILLION, New York 
CRAIG HOSMER, California 
JOHN J. RHODES, Arizona 

J. EDGAR CHENOWETH, Colorado 
JAMES B. UTT, California 

KEITH THOMSON, Wyoming 
PHIL WEAVER, Nebraska 


SIpNEY L. MCFARLAND, Engineering Consultant 


It 





DEPOSITED BY THE 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 


CONTENTS 





Statement of: 

Fred G. Aandahl, Assistant Secretary of the Interior, accompanied by 
N. B. Bennett, Chief, Project Development Division, Bureau of 
Reclamation; B. P. Bellport, Regional Director, Bureau of Reclama- 
tion, Sacramento; Ivan P. Head, Regional Project Development 
Engineer, Region 11, Bureau of Reclamation, Sacramento, Calif., 
Department of the Interior eee 

Harvey O. Banks, director, department of water | resources, State 
of California; accompanied by Porter A. Towner, chief counsel, 
department of water resources, State of California____- 

Allen Bottorff, chairm: m of the water problems de pe irtme nt, Kern 
County Farm Bureau, California____- 

Warren W. Butler, vice ch: 1irman, board of direc tors, the met ropolit an 
water district of Southern California 

James A. Cobey, California state senator, representing Merced and 
Madera Counties, Central Valley of California 

The Honorable Charles $8. Gubs ser, &@ Representative in C ongress from 
the State of California ; 

The Honorable Harlen Hagen, a Representative in Congress from the 
State of California ; : : 
Albert T. Henley, accompanied by Frank Polak, representing the 

Santa Clara, San Benito and Alameda water authority, California__ 

The Honorable Craig Hosmer, a Representative in Congress from the 
State of California 2 LG 

Charles T. Kaljian, president, board of directors, San Luis water 
district, California _ _- 

Harold K. Levering, assemblyman, State of California - 

The Honorable John J. MeFall, a Representative in Congress from the 
State of California ; , tad 

J. E. O'Neill, president, Westlands water district, California _- 

William S. Peterson, general manager and chief engineer, department 
of water and power, Los Angeles, Calif. 

Carley V. Porter, assemblyman, chairman, joint subcommittee on 
financial and economic policy of State water projects, California 
State Legislature 

George Sehlmeyer, master, California State Grange- 

Grover C. Shannon, president, Feather River Project Association, 
California wk 

The Honorable B. F. Sisk, a Representative in Congress from the 
State of California os ae ; 

Vance Webb, member, board of supervisors, Kern County, Calif___ 


iit 


Page 
38 
65 
142 
170 
99 
125 
141 
128 
14 
91 
121 
82 
168 





SAN LUIS PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 





WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 15, 1958 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION OF THE 

CoMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10 a. m., in the committee 
room, New House Office Building, Hon. Wayne N. Aspinall, chairman 
of the subcommittee, presiding. 

Mr. AsprnaLt. The Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation 
of the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs will now be in 
session for the consideration of H. R. 6035, by our colleague, Mr. Sisk 
of California, a bill to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to con- 
struct the San Luis unit of the Central Valley project, California, to 
enter into an agreement with the State of California with respect to the 
construction and operation of such unit, and for other purposes, and 
its companion bill, H. R. 7295, by Mr. Gubser; and bills having to do 
with the same subject matter, H. R. 2452, by Mr. Hosmer, and H. R. 
2521, by Mr. Utt, both colleagues and members of this committee, 
and H. R. 9969, by Mr. Hagen, ‘of California. 

It is my understanding that H. R. 6035 and H. R. 7295 are identical 
except for an added section in H. R. 7295 which proposes extending 
project service to Alameda, Santa Clara, and San Benito Counties, 
H. R. 2452 and H. R. 2521 are similar bills. 

Unless there is an objection, H. R. 6035 and H. R. 7295 will be 
printed in the record at this point, together with H. R. 2459, by Mr. 
Hosmer, and H. R. 9969, by Mr. Hagen. H. R. 2521, by Mr. Uti, will 
not be printed, since it is similar to H. R. 2452. 

Is there any objection ? 

Hearing no objection, it is so ordered. 

Unless there is an objection, the report of the Department of the 
Interior, under date of June 28, 1957, signed by Hon. Roger Ernst, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior, will be printed in the record at 
this place. 

Hearing no objection, it is so ordered. 

(The bills and the report follows :) 


{H. R. 6035, 85th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To authorize the Secretary of the Interior to construct the San Luis unit of the 
Central Valley project, California, to enter into an agreement with the State of Cali- 
fornia with respect to the construction and operation of such unit, and for other 
purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That for the principal purpose of furnishing 
water for the irrigation of approximately five hundred thousand acres of land 
in Merced, Fresno, and Kings Counties, California, and as incidents thereto of 
furnishing water for municipal and domestic use and providing recreation and 
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fish and wildlife benefits, the Secretary of the Interior (hereinafter referred to 
as the Secretary) is authorized to construct, operate, and maintain the San Luis 
unit as an integral part of the Central Valley project. The principal engineering 
features of said unit, which may be constructed to permit future expansion, shall 
be a dam and reservoir at or near the San Luis site, a forebay and afterbay, the 
San Luis Canal, the Pleasant Valley Canal, and necessary pumping plants and 
distribution systems, drains, channels, levees, flood works, and related facilities. 
In constructing, operating, and maintaining the San Luis unit, the Secretary shall 
be governed by the Federal reclamation laws (Act of June 17, 1902, 32 Stat. 388, 
and Acts amendatory thereof or supplementary thereto) except so far as the 
provisions thereof are inconsistent with this Act. Construction of the San Luis 
unit shall not be commenced until the Secretary has secured, or has satisfactory 
assurances of his ability to secure, all rights to the use of water which are 
necessary to carry out the purposes of the unit and the terms and conditions of 
this Act. 

Sec. 2. The Secretary is authorized, on behalf of the United States, to negoti- 
ate and enter into an agreement with the State of California (hereinafter re- 
ferred to as the State) providing for coordinated operation and joint use of the 
facilities of the San Luis unit, in order that the State may, without cost to the 
United States, deliver water in service areas outside the San Luis service area 
as described in the report of the Department of the Interior, entitled “San Luis 
Unit, Central Valley Project’? dated December 17, 1956. The Secretary shall not 
commence construction of the San Luis unit, except for the preparation of de- 
signs and specifications and other preliminary work, until the execution of such 
an agreement between the United States and the State, but if such an agreement 
has not been executed by May 1, 1958, and if, after consultation with the Gover- 
nor of the State, the Secretary determines that the prospects of reaching accord 
on the terms thereof are not reasonably firm, he may proceed to construct and 
operate the San Luis unit in accordance with section 1 of this Act. In consider- 
ing the prospects of reaching accord on the terms of the agreement the Secretary 
shall give substantial weight to any relevant affirmative action theretofore taken 
by the State, including the enactment of State legislation authorizing the State 
to acquire and convey to the United States title to lands to be used for the San 
Luis unit or assistance given by it in financing Federal design and construction 
of the unit. The authority conferred upon the Secretary by the first sentence 
of this section shall not, except as is otherwise provided in this section, be con- 
strued as a limitation upon the exercise by him of the authority conferred in 
section 1 of this Act. 

Sec. 38. The agreement between the United States and the State referred to 
in section 2 of this Act shall provide, among other things, that— 

(a) the project works and features to be constructed by the Secretary 
shall be so designed and constructed as to permit either (i) immediate in- 
tegration and coordinated operation with the State’s water projects or 
(ii) such subsequent enlargement or other modification as may be required 
for integration and coordinated operation therewith ; 

(b) the State shall make available to the Secretary during the construc- 
tion period sufficient funds to pay an appropriate share of the construction 
costs of any facilities designed and constructed as provided in paragraph 
(a) above. The State contribution shall be made in annual installments, 
each of which bears approximately the same ratio to total expenditures 
during that year as the total of the State’s share bears to the total cost 
of the facilities: 

(ec) the State may at any time after approval of its plans by the Secretary 
and at its own expense enlarge or modify San Luis Dam and Reservoir and 
other facilities to be used jointly by the State and the United States, but 
the performance of such work shall be so carried on as not to interfere with 
the operation of the San Luis unit for the purposes set forth in section 1 of 
this Act; 

(d) the State shall pay annually an appropriate service charge in con- 
nection with, and/or an appropriate share of the operation, maintenance 
and replacement costs of, those features of the San Luis unit which are 
used or designed to be used jointly by the United States and the State and 
any other features of the Central Valley project which are of service to 
the State; 

(e) upon completion of repayment of those portions of the reimbursable 
Federal costs of constructing the Central Valley project which are assignable 
to the San Luis unit, title to the facilities of the San Luis unit shall, upon 
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request of the State, be conveyed to the State, Upon such conveyance, the 
State shall assume the obligation and responsibility of providing water 
service to the users of San Luis unit service area ; 

(f) promptly after execution of this agreement between the Secretary 
and the State, the State shall convey to the United States title to any lands, 
easements, and rights-of-way which it then owns and which are required 
for facilities of the San Luis unit to be used jointly by the United States 
and the State. The State shall be given credit for the costs of these lands, 
easements, and rights-of-way toward its share of the construction cost of 
the San Luis unit. The State shall likewise be given credit for any funds 
advanced by it to the Secretary for preparation of designs and specifications 
or for any other work in connection with the San Luis unit: 

(g) the United States shall have unrestricted use of such capacities 
in the works of the San Luis unit which are used jointly by the United 
States and the State as shall be required to carry out the purposes of sec- 
tion 1 of this Act. Such unrestricted use shall extend throughout the 
repayment period and so long thereafter as title to the works remains in 
the United States ; 

(h) the State shall have unrestricted use of the remainder of the 
sapacity of San Luis Reservoir and of other jointly used facilities for water 
service outside the San Luis unit service area solely under the jurisdiction 
of the State; 

(i) the Secretary may turn over to the State the care, operation, and 
maintenance of any works of the San Luis unit which are used jointly 
by the United States and the State at such time and under such condi- 
tions as shall be agreed upon by the Secretary and the State; 

(j) notwithstanding transfer of title or of the care, operation, and 
maintenance of any works to the State, as hereinbefore provided, any or- 
ganization which has theretofore entered into a contract with the United 
States under the Reclamation Project Act of 19389 for a water supply 
through the works of the San Luis unit shall continue to have and to 
enjoy the same rights which it would have had under its contract with the 
United States and the provisions of paragraph (4) of section 1 of the Act 
of July 2, 1956 (70 Stat. 4838, 48 U. S. C. 485h-1) in the absence of such 
transfer, and its enjoyment of such rights shall be without added cost or 
other detriment arising from such transfer ; 

(k) if a nonreimbursable allocation to the preservation and propagation 
of fish and wildlife has been made as provided in section 2 of the Act of 
August 14, 1946 (60 Stat. 1080, 16 U. S. C. 662), the features of the unit 
to which such allocation is attributable shall, notwithstanding transfer of 
title or of the care, operation, and maintenance to the State, be operated 
and maintained in such wise as to retain the bases upon which such allo- 
cation is premised and, upon failure so to operate and maintain those 
features, the amount allocated thereto shall become a reimbursable cost to 
be paid by the State. 

Sec. 4. In constructing, operating, and maintaining a drainage system for 
the San Luis unit, the Secretary is authorized to permit the use thereof by other 
parties under contracts conforming generally to the provisions of the Federal 
reclamation laws with respect to irrigation repayment or service contracts 
and is further authorized to enter into agreements and participate in construc- 
tion and operation of drainage facilities designed to serve the general area of 
which the lands to be served by the San Luis unit are a part, to the extent the 
works authorized in section 1 of this Act contribute to drainage requirements 
of said area. The Secretary is also authorized to permit the use of the irri- 
gation facilities of the San Luis unit, including its facilities for supplying 
pumping energy, under contracts entered into pursuant to section 1 of the Act 
of February 21, 1911 (36 Stat. 925, 43 U.S. C. 523). 

Sec. 5. The Secretary is authorized, in connection with the San Luis unit, 
to construct minimum basic public recreational facilities and to arrange for the 
operation and maintenance of the same by the State or an appropriate local 
agency or organization. The cost of such facilities shall be nonreturnable and 
nonreimbursable under the Federal reclamation laws. 

Sec. 6. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated for construction of the 
works of the San Luis unit authorized by this Act, other than distribution 
systems and drains, the sum of —-—————, plus such additional amount, if any, 
as may be required by reason of changes in costs of construction of the types 
involved in the San Luis unit as shown by engineering indices. There are also 
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authorized to be appropriated, in addition thereto, such amounts as are required 
(a) for construction of such distribution systems and drains as are not con- 
structed by local interests, and (b) for operation and maintenance of the unit. 





[H. R. 7295, 85th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To authorize the Secretary of the Interior to construct the San Luis unit of the 
Central Valley project, California, to enter into an agreement with the State of Cali- 
fornia, with respect to the construction and operation of such unit, and for other 
purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That for the principal purpose of furnishing 
water for the irrigation of approximately five hundred thousand acres of land in 
Merced, Fresno, and Kings Counties, California, and as incidents thereto of 
furnishing water for municipal and domestic use and providing recreation and 
fish and wildlife benefits, the Secretary of the Interior (hereinafter referred to 
as the Secretary) is authorized to construct, operate, and maintain the San Luis 
unit a san integral part of the Central Valley project. The principal engineering 
features of said unit, which may be constructed to permit future expansion, 
shall be a dam and reservoir at or near the San Luis site, a forebay and afterbay, 
the San Luis Canal, the Pleasant Valley Canal, and necessary pumping plants 
and distribution systems, drains, channels, levees, flood works, and related 
facilities. In constructing, operating, and maintaining the San Luis unit, the 
Secretary shall be governed by the Federal reclamation laws (Act of June 17, 
1902, 32 Stat. 388, and Acts amendatory thereof or supplementary thereto) 
except so far as the provisions thereof are inconsistent with this Act. Con- 
struction of the San Luis unit shall not be commenced until the Secretary has 
secured, or has satisfactory assurances of his ability to secure, all rights to the 
use of water which are necessary to carry out the purposes of the unit and the 
terms and conditions of this Act. 

Sec. 2. The Secretary is authorized, on behalf of the United States, to nego- 
tiate and enter into an agreement with the State of California (hereinafter 
referred to as the State) providing for coordinated operation and joint use of 
the facilities of the San Luis unit, in order that the State may, without cost 
to the United States, deliver water in service areas outside the San Luis service 
area as described in the report of the Department of the Interior, entitled “San 
Luis Unit, Central Valley Project” dated December 17, 1956. The Secretary 
shall not commence construction of the San Luis unit, except for the preparation 
of designs and specifications and other preliminary work, until the execution 
of such an agreement between the United States and the State, but if such an 
agreement has not been executed by May 1, 1958, and if, after consultation with 
the Governor of the State, the Secretary determines that the prospects of reach- 
ing accord on the terms thereof are not reasonably firm, he may proceed to 
construct and operate the San Luis unit in accordance with section 1 of this Act. 
In considering the prospects of reaching accord on the terms of the agreement 
the Secretary shall give substantial weight to any relevant affirmative action 
theretofore taken by the State, including the enactment of State legislation 
authorizing the State to acquire and convey to the United States title to lands 
to be used for the San Luis unit or assistance given by it in financing Federal 
design and construction of the unit. The authority conferred upon the Secretary 
by the first sentence of this section shall not, except as is otherwise provided 
in this section, be construed as a limitation upon the exercise by him of the 
authority conferred in section 1 of this Act. 

Sec. 3. The agreement between the United States and the State referred to 
in section 2 of this Act shall provide, among other things, that— 

(a) the project works and features to be constructed by the Secretary 
shall be so designed and constructed as to permit either (i) immediate 
integration and coordinated operation with the State’s water projects or 
(ii) such subsequent enlargement or other modification as may be required 
for integration and coordinated operation therewith; 

(b) the State shall make available to the Secretary during the construc- 
tion period sufficient funds to pay an appropriate share of the construction 
costs of any facilities designed and constructed as provided in paragraph 
(a) above. The State contribution shall be made in annual installments, 
each of which bears approximately the same ratio to total expenditures 
during that year as the total of the State’s share bears to the total cost of 
the facilities ; 
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(ec) the State may at any time after approval of its plans by the Secre- 
tary and at its own expense enlarge or modify San Luis Dam and Reservoir 
and other facilities to be used jointly by the State and the United States, 
but the performance of such work shall be so carried on as not to interfere 
with the operation of the San Luis unit for the purposes set forth in section 
1 of this Act; 

(d) the State shall pay annually an appropriate service charge in con- 
nection with, and/or an appropriate share of the operation, maintenance and 
replacement costs of, those features of the San Luis unit which are used or 
designed to be used jointly by the United States and the State and any other 
features of the Central Valley project which are of service to the State; 

(e) upon completion of repayment of those portions of the reimbursable 
Federal costs of contructing the Central Valley project which are assign- 
able to the San Luis unit, title to the facilities of the San Luis unit shall, 
upon request of the State, be conveyed to the State. Upon such conveyance, 
the State shall assume the obligation and responsibility of providing water 
service to the users of San Luis unit service area ; 

(f) promptly after execution of this agreement between the Secretary and 
the State, the State shall convey to the United States title to any lands, 
easements, and rights-of-way which it then owns and which are required 
for facilities of the San Luis unit to be used jointly by the United States 
and the State. The State shall be given credit for the costs of these lands, 
easements, and rights-of-way toward its share of the construction cost of the 
San Luis unit. The State shall likewise be given credit for any funds ad- 
vanced by it to the Secretary for preparation of designs and specifications 
or for any other work in connection with the San Luis unit ; 

(g) the United States shall have unrestricted use of such capacities in 
the works of the San Luis unit which are used jointly by the United States 
and the State as shall be required to carry out the purposes of section 1 
of this Act. Such unrestricted use shall extend throughout the repayment 
period and so long thereafter as title to the works remains in the United 
States; 

(h) the State shall have unrestricted use of the remainder of the capacity 
of San Luis Reservoir and of other jointly used facilities for water service 
outside the San Luis unit service area solely under the jurisdiction of the 
State; 

(i) the Secretary may turn over to the State the care, operation, and 
maintenance of any works of the San Luis unit which are used jointly by 
the United States and the State at such time and under such conditions 
as shall be agreed upon by the Secretary and the State; 

(j) notwithstanding transfer of title or of the care, operation, and main- 
tenance of any works to the State, as hereinbefore provided, any organiza- 
tion which has theretofore entered into a contract with the Untied States 
under the Reclamation Project Act of 1939 for a water supply through the 
works of the San Luis unit shall continue to have and to enjoy the same 
rights which it would have had under its contract with the United States 
and the provisions of paragraph (4) of section 1 of the Act of July 2, 1956 
(70 Stat. 483, 483 U. S. C. 485h—-1) in the absence of such transfer, and its 
enjoyment of such rights shall be without added cost or other detriment 
arising from such transfer; 

(k) if a nonreimbursable allocation to the preservation and propagation 
of fish and wildlife has been made as provided in section 2 of the Act 
of August 14, 1946 (60 Stat. 1080, 16 U. S. C. 662), the features of the 
unit to which such allocation is attributable shall, notwithstanding transfer 
of title or of the care, operation, and maintenance to the State, be operated 
and maintained in such wise as to retain the bases upon which such alioca- 
tion is premised and, upon failure so to operate and maintain those features, 
the amount allocated thereto shall become a reimbursable cost to be paid 
by the State. 

Sec. 4. The Secretary is authorized to extend the water service area of the 
San Luis unit to Santa Clara, San Benito, and Alameda Counties and to construct 
the Santa Clara-San Benito-Alameda unit of the Central Valley project: Provided, 
That construction of such unit shall not be undertaken until a report demon- 
strating its physical and economic feasibility has been completed, reviewed by 
the State, and approved by the Secretary and by the Congress, and in no event 
prior to July 1, 1962, unless in the meantime the Governor of the State of 
California shall have notified the Secretary that the State approves construction 
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of the Santa Clara-San Benito-Alameda unit as an integral part of the Central 
Valley project. The authority contained in this section shall not be held to 
be a limitation on the exercise by the Secretary of the authority conferred on 
him by sections 1 and 2 of this Act. 

Sec. 5. In constructing, operating, and maintaining a drainage system for 
the San Luis unit, the Secretary is authorized to permit the use thereof by 
other parties under contracts conforming generally to the provisions of the 
Federal reclamation laws with respect to irrigation repayment or service con- 
tracts and is further authorized to enter into agreements and participate in 
construction and operation of drainage facilities designed to serve the general 
area of which the lands to be served by the San Luis unit are a part, to the 
extent the works authorized in section 1 of this Act contribute to drainage 
requirements of said area. The Secretary is also authorized to permit the use 
of the irrigation facilities of the San Luis unit, including its facilities for 
supplying pumping energy, under contracts entered into pursuant to section 1 
of the Act of February 21, 1911 (36 Stat. 925,43 U.S. C. 523). 

Sec. 6. The Secretary is authorized, in connection with the San Luis unit, 
to construct minimum basic public recreational facilities and to arrange for 
the operation and maintenance of the same by the State or an appropriate 
local agency or organization. The cost of such facilities shall be nonreturnable 
and nonreimbursable under the Federal reclamation laws. 

Sec. 7. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated for construction of the 
works of the San Luis unit authorized by this Act, other than distribution 
systems and drains, the sum of —————————— plus, such additional amount, 
if any, as may be required by reason of changes in costs of construction of 
the types involved in the San Luis unit as shown by engineering indices. There 
are also authorized to be appropriated, in addition thereto, such amounts as 
are required (a) for construction of such distribution systems and drains as 
are not constructed by local interests, and (b) for operation and maintenance 
of the unit. 





[H. R. 2452, 85th Cong., 1st sess. } 


A BILL To provide for Federal cooperation with the State of California in the construc- 
tion of the San Luis unit of the Feather River project, to authorize the Secretary of 
the Interior to negotiate an agreement therefor, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress dssembled, That, in order to encourage non-Federal 
initiative and assumption of responsibility for construction, operation, and 
maintenance of the San Luis unit as an integral part of the Feather River 
project of the State of California (hereinafter referred to as the “State’’), the 
Secretary of the Interior (hereinafter referred to as the “Secretary’) is au- 
thorized and directed to conduct joint studies with the State, to establish 
specific details of and to negotiate an agreement with the States to carry out 
the objectives of this Act, and to report the negotiated agreement to the Con- 
gress on or before July 1, 1957. Upon approval of such agreement by the 
Congress, the Secretary is authorized to execute it on behalf of the United 
States and thereafter to carry out the obligations of the United States there- 
under as expeditiously as possible. The principal purposes of the San Luis 
unit shall be that of furnishing water for irrigation of a gross area of approxi- 
mately four hundred and ninety-six thousand acres of land in Merced, Fresno, 
and Kings Counties, California, but not in excess of four hundred and forty 
thousand acres thereof in any one year, and that of furnishing water storage 
facilities for the State’s Feather River project, and as incidents thereto fur- 
nishing water for municipal and domestic use and providing recreational, flood 
control, fish and wildlife benefits. 

Sec. 2. The agreement negotiated between the United States and the State 
shall provide, among other things, that— 

(a) the San Luis unit shall be designed, constructed, and operated, in 
accordance with the provisions of this Act, as an integral part of the State's 
Feather River project; 

(b) the principal engineering features of said unit shall be a dam and 
reservoir at or near the San Luis site designed for an ultimate capacity 
of approximately two million one hundred thousand acre-feet, a forebay 
and afterbay, a canal leading south from the reservoir with a capacity of 
approximately nine thousand cubic feet per second, and such other project 
works and features, including minimum basic recreational features, as may 
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be agreed upon. Construction of said dam and reservoir with an initial 
capacity of approximately one million acre-feet may be agreed upon; 

(c) the project works and features agreed upon to be constructed shall 
generally conform to the report of the Department of the Interior entitled 
“San Luis unit, Central Valley project, California”, dated August 4, 1955, 
modified as required for integration and coordinated operation with other 
features of the State’s Feather River project as generally outlined in the 
“Views and Recommendations of the State of California on Proposed 
Report of the Department of Interior on San Luis Project, Central Valley 
Project, California” dated March 1956, or as may otherwise be agred upon 
by the Secretary and the State; 

(d) the State shall acquire and pay for all lands, easements, and rights- 
of-way for the San Luis unit as expeditiously as possible and shall, if con- 
struction is undertaken by the United States, as provided in paragraph 
(i) of this section, make the same available to the United States for that 
purpose and save the United States harmless from any and all claims arising 
out of its use and occupancy thereof ; 

(e) the State shall have the use of Central Valley project power facilities 
to the extent to which those facilities would have been associated with the 
San Luis unit if it were constructed and operated by the Federal Government 
as a unit of the Central Valley project; shall repay the cost thereof on an 
interest-free basis in forty equal annual installments, or sooner at the State’s 
option; and shall be entitled to purchase available Central Valley project 
electrical energy, as a preference customer, for Feather River project pump- 
ing requirements related to the San Luis unit at a reasonable pumping rate ; 

(f) that the State shall guarantee to deliver water to the same service 
areas, in the same quantities, for the same periods, and at the same prices 
as proposed in the Department of Interior report referred to in subsection 
(¢) of this section. The contracts between the State and local agencies to 
carry out this undertaking shall comply substantially with the Federal rec- 
lamation laws so long as any part of the construction cost of the project 
remains unpaid. All amounts of water made available by the project in 
excess of those needed to serve the aforesaid requirements may be disposed 
of by the State in accordance with State laws and without reference to the 
Federal reclamation laws. The Secretary may enter into contracts with 
local agencies within the service area of the project for the financing or con- 
struction and repayment of local irrigation distribution systems in accord- 
ance with the Federal reclamation laws: 

(gz) such services of the Bureau of Reclamation and other Federal agen- 
cies in the planning, designing, engineering, and construction of the unit as 
the State may desire and as are consistent with the carrying out of other 
duties of those agencies shall be provided at cost; 

(h) loans and grants by the United States shall, upon request, be made to 
the State by the Secretary from funds appropriated by the Congress and 
available for carrying out the purposes of this Act. Said loans and grants 
shall not exceed in the aggregate $230,000,000, and may be made before, as, 
or after the State has incurred or paid its construction costs by interim or 
other financing, as a credit against same. The Secretary shall estimate 
the cost of the San Luis unit if constructed and operated by the Federal 
Government as a unit of the Central Valley project and shall allocate said 
costs among the functions of the unit in accordance with said Federal recla- 
mation laws. The State shall receive as a grant an amount equal to those 
estimated costs which the Secretary allocates to nonreimbursable functions. 
The State shall receive as an interest-free loan an amount equal to those 
estimated costs which the Secretary allocates to irrigation. The State, at its 
option, may receive as an interest-bearing loan an amount or amounts not 
exceeding those costs, if any, which the Secretary allocates to domestic, 
municipal, and industrial water supply and to commercial power, the in- 
terest rate to be equal to that which the United States is paying on its 
long-term loans outstanding on the date of this Act as certified by the 
Secretary of the Treasury. The State shall repay said loans in forty equal 
annual installments, or sooner at its option. Such repayment shall com- 
mence not later than the year following that in which operation of the unit 
commences ; 

(i) should the State fail to commence construction of the San Luis unit 
expeditiously, unless such failure be attributable to action or nonaction by 
the United States, or if by joint resolution the State legislature so requests 
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the Secretary shall construct the San Luis unit as a part of the State’s 
Feather River project to be operated and maintained by the State, both 
prior to (insofar as such operation is compatible with construction activi- 
ties) and subsequent to completion as an integral part of the State’s 
Feather River project, the State shall repay to the United States in forty 
equal annual installments, or sooner at the State’s option, the reimbursable 
cost of constructing the unit which are incurred by the United States, in- 
cluding any increased costs incurred because of the modifications specified 
in subsection (c) of this section, such repayment to commence not later 
than in the year following that in which the operation of the unit com- 
mences. Allocations of costs shall be made in the manner specified in sub- 
section (h) of this section. Costs allocated to irrigation shall be repaid 
without interest and costs allocated to flood control shall be nonreimbur- 
sable. Upon completion of such repayment, the Secretary is directed under 
authority of this act to convey title to all unit works to the State; 

(j) the United States and the State, either upon petition of the other, 
shall submit themselves to the jurisdiction of the District Court of the 
United States, Southern District, Northern Division of California, for the 
determination of any controversy between the State and the United States 
arising out of said negotiated agreement in the manner provided by law for 
declaratory judgments, and the provisions of any such judgment or judg- 
ments shall be binding upon the State and the United States; and 

(k) all obligations of the United States under the contract shall be con- 
tingent upon the making of appropriations therefor. 

Sec. 3. The Secretary is authorized to enter into such modifications, amend- 
ments, and supplements, to the negotiated agreement, as from time to time are 
necessary or desirable to carry out and implement the intent of this Act. 

Sec. 4. The District Court of the Unitde States, Southern District, Northern 
Division of California, shall have jurisdiction to hear and determine in the man- 
ner of declaratory judgments any justiciable controversy between the United 
States and the State arising out of said negotiated agreement, and Shall con- 
duct its hearings and render its judgments thereunto pertaining with all de 
liberate speed. 

Sec. 5. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated for the purposes of this 
Act the sum of $230,000,000, plus such additional amount, if any, in the event 
of the construction of the San Luis unit by the Secretary, as may be required by 
reason of changes in costs of construction of the types involved in the San Luis 
unit as shown by engineering indexes or by reason of modifications in the plan 
set forth in the Department’s report thereon which are made in order to carry 
out this Act. 


[H. R. 9969, 85th Cong., 2d sess. ] 


A BILL To authorize the Secretary of the Interior to construct the San Luis unit of the 
Central Valley project, California, to enter into an agreement with the State of Cali- 
fornia with respect to the financing, construction, and operation of such unit, and for 
other purposes 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 

States of America in Congress assembled, That, for the principal purpose of 

furnishing water for the irrigation of approximately five hundred thousand 

acres of land in Merced, Fresno, and Kings Counties, California, and as inci- 
dents thereto of furnishing water for municipal and domestic use and providing 
recreational and fish and wildlife benefits, the Secretary of the Interior (here- 
inafter referred to as the Secretary) is authorized to construct, operate, and 
maintain the San Luis unit, hereinafter described as an integral part of the 

Central Valley project In constructing, operating, and maintaining the San 

Luis unit, the Secretary shall be governed by the Federal reclamation laws (Act 

of June 17, 1902, 32 Stat. 388, and Acts amendatory thereof or supplementary 

thereto) except so far as the provisions thereof are inconsistent with this Act. 

Construction of said works shall not be commenced until the Secretary has 

secured, or has satisfactory assurance of his ability to secure, all rights to the 

use of water which are necessary to carry out said purposes and the terms and 
conditions of this Act. 

Sec. 2. The principal engineering features of the San Luis unit shall generally 
conform to those described in the report of the Department of the Interior entitled 
“San Luis unit, Central Valley project, California”, dated December 17, 1956, 
with exceptions set forth in this section or as may otherwise be agreed upon 
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by the Secretary and the State of California (hereinafter referred to as the 
State). The Secretary is authorized to construct, operate, and maintain, as 
the San Luis unit, those engineering features which will provide a water supply 
to the San Luis unit service area described in said report of December 17, 1956, 
except the following engineering features which will be constructed, operated, 
and maintained as features of the Feather River project by the State: the San 
Luis Dam, reservoir, forebay, afterbay, and main aqueduct extending southward 
therefrom in the San Joaquin Valley (hereinafter referred to as the State San 
Luis works). 

Sec. 3. The Secretary is authorized, on behalf of the United States, to nego- 
tiate and enter into an agreement with the State providing generally for co- 
ordinated operation of the Central Valley project and Feather River project 
and particularly for coordinated operation and joint use of the San Luis unit 
and the State San Luis works in order that the United States and the State 
each may deliver water to their respective service areas. Construction of the 
works authorized hereunder, except for the preparation of designs and speci- 
fications and other preliminary work, shall not be commenced until the execu- 
tion of such an agreement between the United States and the State. 

Sec. 4. The agreement between the United States and the State referred to in 
section 3 of this Act shall provide, among other things, that— 

(a) the United States shall construct the San Luis unit and the State 
shall construct the State San Luis works, in accordance with section 2 
hereof. 

(b) the State San Luis works shall be so designed and constructed as to 
permit (1) immediate joint use and coordinated operation with the San 
Luis unit or (II) such subsequent enlargement or other modification as 
may be required for joint use and coordinated operation therewith; 

(c) the United States shall make available to the State during the con- 
struction period sufficient funds to pay the share of the United States, 
based upon the proportions of total capacities required by it, of the con- 
struction costs of any facilities designed and constructed by the State as 
provided in section 2 hereof. The United States contribution shall be 
made in annual installments each of which bears the same ratio to total 
expenditures during that year as the total of the United States share bears 
to the total cost of the State San Luis works. The State similarly shall 
make available to the United States funds to pay the share of the State 
of the construction costs of any facilities constructed by the United States 
as provided in section 2 hereof. 

(d) the United States shall pay annually to the State the share of the 
United States, based upon the proportions of total capacities required by it, 
of the operation, maintenance, and replacement costs of the State San Luis 
works. The State shall pay annually to the United States the share of the 
State, based upon the proportions of total capacities required by it, of the 
operation, maintenance, and replacement costs of the San Luis unit. 

(e) if a nonreimbursable allocation to the preservation and propagation 
of fish and wildlife has been made as provided in section 2 of the Act 
of August 14, 1946 (60 Stat. 1080, 17 U. S. C. 662), the features to which 
such allocation is attributable, whether constructed by the United States 
or the State, shall be operated and maintained in such wise as to retain 
the basis upon which such allocation is premised. Upon failure of the State 
so to operate and maintain those features so constructed, the amount allo- 
eated thereto shall become a reimbursable cost to be repaid by the State. 

Sec. 5. The United States, acting through the Secretary, may contract with 
the State to store or transfer water through facilities of the Central Valley 
project for ultimate delivery by the State, provided that only the excess capacity 
of the Central Valley project beyond other requirements existing at the time 
shall be so used and obligated, and the State shall pay to the United States a 
Service charge or an appropriate share of the construction, operation, mainte- 
nance and replacement costs of the facilities so used. The Secretary is also 
authorized to contract with the State to store or transfer water through facilities 
of the State for ultimate delivery by the United States, and the United States 
shall pay to the State a service charge or an appropriate share of the con- 
struction, operation, maintenance and replacement costs of facilities so used. 

Sec. 6. The Secretary is authorized to construct, operate, and maintain and to 
participate with the State in the construction, operation, and maintenance of 
the San Luis interceptor drain to the delta, as described in said San Luis report 
of December 17, 1956, and, in accordance with sections 4 and 9 of this Act, to 
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permit the use thereof by the State. In constructing, operating, and maintaining 
a drainage system for the San Luis unit, the Secretary is authorized to permit the 
use thereof by other parties under contracts conforming generally to the pro- 
visions of the Federal reclamation laws with respect to irrigation repayment or 
service contracts and is further authorized to construct, operate, and maintain 
and to participate with others in the construction, operation, and maintenance of 
drainage facilities to serve the general area of which the lands to be served 
by the San Luis unit are a part. Except for facilities to be used by the State 
as provided hereinabove, no such construction or participation in construction 
which involves the expenditure of Federal funds shall be undertaken by the 
Secretary, however, until a contract or contracts conforming generally to the 
provisions of the Federal reclamation laws and providing, among other things, 
for the advance or repayment to the United States of its expenditures therefor 
shall have been entered into. The Secretary is also authorized to permit the use 
of the irrigation facilities of the San Luis unit, including its facilities for 
supplying pumping energy, under contracts entered into pursuant to section 1 of 
the Act of February 21, 1911 (36 Stat. 925, 48 U. S. C. 523). 

Sec. 7. The Secretary is authorized in connection with the San Luis unit and 
the State San Luis works to construct minimum basic public recreational facili- 
ties and to arrange for the operation and maintenance of the same by the State 
or an appropriate local agency or organization. The cost of such facilities shall 
be nonreturnable and nonreimbursable under the Federal recalamation laws. 

Sec. 8. The Secretary is hereby authorized to construct under the provisions of 
the Federal reclamation laws such distribution systems as he deems necessary in 
connection with lands, described in section 1 of this Act, to be served by the 
works of the San Luis unit authorized to be constructed hereunder. 

Sec. 9. Subject to the requirements for co-ordination of operations in accord- 
ance with the agreement entered into pursuant to sections 3 and 4 of this Act, 
operation and control of the works of the San Luis unit shall be by the United 
States and operation and control of the State San Luis works shall be by the 
State. The provisions of the Federal reclamation laws shall not be applicable to 
water deliveries or to the use of drainage facilities serving lands under contract 
with the State to receive a water supply or to dispose of drainage water. 

Sec. 10. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated for construction of the 
works of the San Luis unit authorized by this Act, other than distribution systems 
and drains, the sum of $275,000,000, plus such additional amount if any, as may 
be required by reason of changes in costs of construction of the types involved 
in the San Luis unit as shown by engineering indexes. There are also authorized 
to be appropriated, in addition thereto, such amounts as are required (a) for 
construction of distribution systems and drains authorized to be constructed 
hereunder and (b) for operation and maintenance of the San Luis unit and 
(c) for payment to the State of the share of the United States of construction, 
operation, and maintenance costs of the Feather River project, including the 
State San Luis works, as provided in this Act. 





DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
Washington D. C., June 28, 1957. 
Hon. CLatr ENGLE, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. EnGLe: Reports have been requested from this Department on 
H. R. 2452, a bill to provide for Federal cooperation with the State of California 
in the construction of the San Luis unit of the Feather River project, to authorize 
the Secretary of the Interior to negotiate an agreement therefor, and for other 
purposes, and H. R. 6035 and H. R. 7295, both of which are bills to authorize the 
Secretary of the Interior to construct the San Luis unit of the Central Valley 
project, California, to enter into an agreement with the State of California with 
respect to the construction and operation of such unit, and for other purposes. 

We recommend that H. R. 6035 be enacted. 

This bill, if enacted, will permit the carrying out of the proposals made in 
this Department’s project planning report on the San Luis unit, Central Valley 
project, dated August 1, 1956. After clearance through the Bureau of the Budget, 
copies of this report were transmitted to the Speaker of the House on December 
17. 1956, and were referred to your committee. 
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Section 1 of H. R. 6035 provides for Federal construction of the San Luis unit 
works. This unit is on the west side of the San Joaquin River Basin along the 
eastern flank of the Coast Range. The lands to be served are in western Merced, 
Fresno, and Kings Counties in a strip about 65 miles long and 13 miles wide with 
the central portion about 30 miles southwest of Fresno. 

The primary purpose of the unit, which would be integrated both physically 
and financially with the overall Central Valley project, is the preservation and 
expansion of irrigation in the unit area through the importation of water from 
the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta. Some domestic and municipal water also 
would be supplied. The San Luis Reservoir would meet an important local 
recreation need. Preservation and propagation of fish and wildlife resources 
also would be a project purpose. 

Currently there are more than 400,000 acres within the unit area developed 
for irrigation. These acres are served by pumping from ground water which 
is seriously being overdrawn and lowered so that in any 1 year only a portion 
of the developed acreage actually receives water. The artesian water table has 
for years been dropping at an alarming rate, and it is estimated that under 
present conditions only 148,000 acres ultimately could be sustained in irrigation. 
An imported water suply is necessary to maintain even the present agricultural 
economy. Great improvement to the economy would be experienced by importa- 
tion of this larger water supply. Domestic and municipal water supplies are 
also deficient. Existing supplies for these purposes are of poor quality, and 
in the case of the municipality of Coalinga potable water must be imported by 
railroad tank cars. The plan proposed would alleviate the domestic and munici- 
pal water problems. 

The general plan provides for the utilization of surplus flows from the Delta 
area which, when supplemented by ground water, would provide a full irrigation 
water supply for 440,000 acres out of a gross service area of about 500,000 acres. 
It is estimated that 1,126,000 acre-feet of water from the main San Luis Canal 
plus 540,000 acre-feet from fround water pumping would be required for unit 
purposes. All would be utilized for irrigation except 22,600 acre-feet and 
17,400 acre-feet which would be used for, respectively, municipal and domestic 
farm uses. 

The plan proposed would utilize off-season capacity of the existing Tracy 
pumping plant and Delta-Mendota Canal to deliver surplus Delta water to the 
proposed San Luis pumping plant forebay. From there the water would be 
pumped for storage into the proposed 1 million acre-foot capacity San Luis 
Reservoir and for later delivery to the lands to be served. (It may be noted, in 
addition, that our plans call for the release of water from San Luis Reservoir to 
meet part of the demands in the Delta-Mendota Canal area in critical dry years 
when shortages would be shared by all Central Valley project water users.) 
When possible during the irrigation season, water would be pumped directly into 
the proposed 104-mile-long San Luis Canal for delivery to the unit distribution 
system. At mile 76 on the San Luis Canal, the proposed Pleasant Valley pumping 
plant would lift water into the proposed Pleasant Valley Canal to serve some 
of the higher elevation lands at the southern end of the unit area. An electrical 
distribution system to serve unit pumps; channels, levees, and flood works to 
protect project features; and relift pumps on the high sides of the main canals 
would also be required unit works. 

In addition to these major works, which are recommended for Federal con- 
struction, a distribution system, an adequate drainage system, and deep wells 
for ground water pumping would be required. The last of these three items is 
proposed for non-Federal construction. The first two are recommended for 
either non-Federal or Federal construction. Suitable arrangement for their ac- 
complishment prior to initiation of construction will be necessary to assure the 
success of the overall unit. 

Section 1 of H. R. 6035 also provides that “Construction of the San Luis unit 
shall not be commenced until the Secretary has secured, or has satisfactory 
assurances of his ability to secure, all rights to the use of water which are 
necessary to carry out the purposes of the unit and the terms and conditions of 
this act.” In view of the uncertainties created by certain recent decisions of 
the California Supreme Court which are now before the United States Supreme 
Court for review, this is an eminently wise provision. 

Sections 2 and 3 of H. R. 6035 deal with the making of an agreement between 
the State of California and the United States under which the San Luis unit 
works would be designed, constructed (either initially or later), and operated 
to permit their use by the State for delivering water to areas beyond the San 








12 SAN LUIS PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 


Luis unit service area. Under the agreement contemplated by the bill, the State, 
among other things, would also make available to the United States a proper 
share of the funds needed for construction of the enlarged works ; would transfer 
to the Government such lands and interests as it owns and as are required for 
joint facilities; would pay either an appropriate share of the operation and 
maintenance costs of San Luis unit works constructed or designed to be con- 
structed for joint use and of other Central Valley project works which are of 
service to it or would pay a service charge in connection therewith; would be 
entitled to have transferred to it title to the San Luis unit works after repay- 
ment of the Central Valley costs assigned to the unit is completed ; and would, if 
it takes title to the unit works or if their care, operation, and maintenance are 
transferred to it, also take over, in effect, the obligations of the United States 
with respect to water service. 

Provision for such an agreement, the terms of which will necessarily have to 
be negotiated in detail, is satisfactory to this Department and will, it is be- 
lieved, go a long way toward resolving potential conflicts of interest which 
earlier review of the planning report by the State revealed. The terms of H. R. 
6035 with respect to the contents of such an agreement are preferable to those 
of H. R. 2452 which, in addition, has the disadvantage of providing no authority 
for construction of the Federal San Luis unit as such under any set of cir- 
cumstances. 

Section 4 of H. R. 6035 deals principally with the construction of a drainage 

system for the San Luis unit and provides for the use of the system by others. 
While the provisions of the first sentence of this section (p. 7, line 23, through 
p. 8, line 8) are adequate to serve the San Luis unit and would not be objected 
to by this Department, it should be pointed out that the State of California 
is contemplating a master drainage plan for the entire west side of the San 
Joaquin Valley. In order to permit better coordination of the San Luis project 
drainage needs with this plan, we recommend that consideration be given to 
broadening the scope of this sentence by substituting for that portion of it which 
begins with “to enter’ at the end of line 3, page 8, and closes with line 8 of the 
same page, language along the following lines: 
“to construct, operate, and maintain and to participate with others in the con- 
struction, operation, and maintenance of drainage facilities to serve the general 
area of which the lands to be served by the San Luis unit are a part. No such 
construction or participation in construction which involves the expenditure of 
Federal funds shall be undertaken by the Secretary, however, until a contract 
or contracts conforming generally to the provisions of the Federal reclamation 
laws and providing, among other things, for the advance or repayment to the 
United States of its expenditures therefor shall have been entered into.” 

The above comments on and suggestions with respect to H. R. 6035 are equally 
applicable to H. R. 7295. The latter bill is substantially identical to H. R. 6035 
but also includes a provision relating to the construction of works to serve lands 
in Alameda, San Benito, and Santa Clara Counties. While we recognize the 
probable merit of serving this area, our studies to date have not been sufficiently 
detailed to permit our recommending the inclusion at this time of the H. R. 
7295 provisions in legislation. In addition, the State of California has been 
actively interested in developing works in this area as a part of its Feather 
River project. 

As is indicated in the planning report, to which reference has been made 
above, our studies show that the unit is economically feasible and has a very 
favorable benefit-cost ratio. The present indicated cost of the major works is 
about $305 million, and we suggest that the blank in line 24, page 8, of the bill 
be filled in with the expression “$305 million (January 1957 prices).” Virtually 
all of these costs are reimbursable. All those that are would be returned within 
50 years from the time the San Luis unit goes into operation. Any additional 
costs incurred for distribution systems would be covered by the usual 40-year 
repayment-type contract. 

The data called for by Public Law 801, 84th Congress, are attached for your 
information. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there would be no objection to 
the submission of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 


ROGER ERNST, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 
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Mr. Asprnatu. The Chair wishes to make the following statement: 

The legislation before the subcommittee today would authorize con- 
struction of the San Luis unit of the Central V alley project, Cali- 
fornia. Hearings on the San Luis project were held in the 84th 
Congress, in May 1956. Those hearings were printed and remain a 
matter of record before the committee. Copies are before each mem- 
ber. Technical details with respect to the project were given the 
committee at these previous hearings and are in the pr inted record 
and it is my hope that it will not be necessary to repeat all the tech- 
nical aspects of the project. 

At the time of the previous hearings the Department of the Interior 
had not submitted its project report and recommendations to Congress 
and the Department representatives could make no recommendation 
with respect to construction. Problems existed relative to joint use 
of certain San Luis works by the Federal Government and the State 
of California. 

It is my understanding that continuing negotiations between the 
State of California and the Department o the Interior have resulted 
in general agreement with respect to construction of the San Luis unit 
and joint use e of certain features thereof. 

The Department of the Interior submitted its project report to 
Congress in December 1956, and in June 1957 submitted a report on 
the legislation, favoring enactment of H. R. 6035. Since H. R. 6035 
has the approval of the administration, I suggest that testimony be 
directed to this bill although all the San Luis bills are before the 
committee. 

We have scheduled 3 days for the hearings on this legislation. It is 
my hope that we will finish with the Department and State of Cali- 
fornia representatives today, hear those witnesses favoring H. R. 6035 
tomorrow, and those recommending amendments thereto or in oppo- 
sition on Friday. 

Now, as we study this project, we must keep | in mind that there are 
several problems 1 in the Central Valley of California and in the whole 
State of California, which are affected by this legislation, and those 
of us who have any questions pertaining to them should see to it that 
the questions are asked in the proper place. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from California, Mr. Sisk, 
for any statement or any request that he may make at this time. 


STATEMENT OF HON. B. F. SISK, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Stsx. Mr. Chairman, my statement this morning will be very 
brief and I would hope that at a later time I would have an oppor- 
tunity to place in the record a more extensive statement. 

I would simply like to say this morning, Mr. Chairman, that I 
deeply appreciate the committee and you, as Chairman, giving us the 
time for this hearing, and I wish to express that appreciation on my 
behalf as well as on behalf of the State of California. 

Since our last hearing on San Luis in 1956, there has been within 
the State a great deal of work carried on, a great deal of interest and 
concern by State officials as well as other independent individuals in 
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the State, in an attempt to resolve such controversies as have hereto- 
fore existed. 

It is our belief that in a large measure many of those controversies 
have been settled and that the general purposes between this bill and 
similar bills will now receive general agreement. There will be, of 
course, as has been suggested, certain amendments offered but cer- 
tainly I do feel we are in much better position to appear before your 
committee, and again, Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the time that has 
been given to us for these 3 days of hearings. 

With that, Mr. Chairman, I conclude my present statement. 

Mr. Asprnati. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia, Mr. Hosmer. 


STATEMENT OF HON. CRAIG HOSMER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Hosmer. Mr. Chairman, as a preface to these additional hear- 
ings relating to the San Luis project, I believe a general statement re- 
garding California’s water problems, together with a comparison and 
evaluation of the Hosmer bill, the Sisk bill, and the Kern County con- 
cept embodied in the Hagen bill, is in order. I hope it will be valu- 
able to the committee in its deliberations on this important subject. 

In the summer of 1542, Juan Rodriguez Cabrillo, the Portuguese 
navigator who discovered California, dampened his beard with water 
from the San Diego River. From that hour to today men in Cali- 
fornia have fought and fretted over water. 

Settlers early learned that the rich treasure within California’s 
earth could be unlocked only by water, and more water. First, it 
was the Franciscan padres who dug wells and built crude irrigation 
ditches and dams along San Diego River after the arrival here of 
Father Junipero Serra by land July 1, 1769. 

Then, about 1800, the padres there directed construction by Indians 
of the more elaborate Old Mission Dam and aqueduct, the first irriga- 
tion system in the Far West. Other missions built similar systems. 
These provided examples in acreage irrigation for American and 
European settlers who came in the 1830’s and 1840's. 

From 1850 to 1870, the first two decades of American occupation, 
southern Californians formed water companies to dig deep wells and 
to divert water from streams through ditches. 

In the northern and central parts of the State, water also was di- 
verted from streams, or drawn from artesian flows. It also was lifted 
from streams by steam-driven pumps. The gold rush accelerated 
water project development. Mining ditches subsequently were util- 
ized to convey irrigation water long after the miners had departed. 

The need for storage dams grew, especially in southern California. 
Several important dams were constructed or begun in the 1800’s. 
After 1900, the remainder of the State also built large reservoirs and 
irrigation and flood control units. 

From crude earth dams and ditches to massive concrete reservoirs 
and aqueducts, the progress of California has been the progress of 
water development. The ever-swelling tides of immigration de- 
manded a heavier flow. New, gigantic industries added to the clamor 
for still more water. 
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Los Angeles insured its future supply by completing the Owens 
River project in 1913, and extending it in 1940. That water is drawn 
from the eastern slopes of the Sierra Nevada Mountains. 

Los Angeles also organized the metropolitan district with 12 other 
southland cities in 1928 to get water from the Colorado. ‘The district, 
in 1941, completed the 24: 2-mile Colorado River adqueduct. 

San Francisco developed water through a project on the Tuolumne 
River on the western slopes of the Sierra Nevada, Oakland developed 
its water on the Mokelumne River, also in the Sierras. 

In the last 20 years, the Federal Government has joined local Cali- 
fornia communities in building water projects. The largest of these 
is the Central Valley project. It is designed to supply water for 
irrigation, municipal, and industrial uses in the Sacramento and San 
Joaquin Valleys, to improve navigation on the Sacramento River, 
and to maintain suitable water quality, control floods, and produce 
electric power. 

A clear understanding of California’s water puzzles calls for some 
understanding of her water rights laws which became more complex 
and protective as people, industry, and agriculture crowded to the 
streams and rivers. 

Before California was ceded to the United States in 1848 by the 
Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo, ending the Mexican War, the area was 
under Mexican law. 

Under Mexico, the doctrine of riparian rights governed the use of 
water, subject to the right of the Mexican Government to make grants 
and concessions on public lands where there w ere no riparian owners. 

According to the common definition, a riparian right is based on 
ownership of land contiguous to a surface or underground stream, a 
lake, or a pond. The riparian right exists without regard to the use 
of the water or priority of use. The riparian owner has the right to 
use as much water as may be required for reasonable and beneficial 
purposes on his land. 

Pueblo and riparian rights carried over from the Mexican rule to 
Yankee reign. 

From the gold rush, miners conceived the custom of recognizing 
water rights based on appropriation. This custom was incorporated 
into State law by the first legislature after California was admitted 
into the Union in 1850. 

An appropriative right exists without regard to the continuity of 
land to the water and is based on the taking of possession of the water 
for a beneficial use. The first user acquires a right to continue the 
use over subsequent appropriators. Such rights are applicable to 
definite bodies of surface water and to all ground water. They de- 
pend on use and may be lost by nonuse. 

A prescriptive water right results from taking more water than a 
person had a right to take for at least 5 years. 

An overlying right is the right of the owner of lands above ground 
water to use such water for reasonable and beneficial purposes on the 
overlying land. 

Mother Nature’s peculiar design for California, with its extreme of 
wetness and dryness, has made it nec essary to plan water development 
on a statewide basis. 
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Such a plan was presented to the 1957 State legislature by the State 
water resources department. Called the California water plan, it took 
10 years to compile, and cost $10 million. 

It is a blueprint for water development for all of California, pro- 
jected 100 years or more into the future. It calls for the exploitation 
of nearly every major stream in the State at a cost of about $12 bil- 
lion. It does not propose that the State build all these projects. 

One of its main features is the mapping of a project to transport 
surplus northern California water to arid central and southern Cali- 
fornia. That project is called the Feather River project. 

The California water plan is based on the well-established principle 
that all the water in California belongs to all the people. 

The legislature failed to adopt the plan. It was the areas of origin, 
or watershed areas, question that deadlocked the 1957 legislature on 
virtually all important water legislation. 

Nevertheless, a look at California’s geography convinces even the 
casual student of the need for an overall State water plan. California, 
from the Oregon line to the Mexican border, is about 1,000 miles long. 
It is second only to Texas in size. With over 14 million persons, 
California is second to New York State in population. 

Southern California has more than one-half the State’s population 
but only 2 percent of the water. 

The State has an annual runoff of 71 million seve-feut of water, 
mostly from the north. 

Much of the 71 million acre-feet runoff is wasted into the sea. 
Sometimes this rampaging runoff leaves death and destruction in its 
boiling wake. Floods swept mountain towns in 1907, 1938, 1950, and 
1955, underlining the need of northern reservoirs to catch furious 
torrents. 

The Feather River project is planned as a jugular vein in the 
California water plan. It was authorized by the 1951 legislature, 
and Oroville Dam is planned as the key unit in the Feather River 
project. 

The Feather River gathers its force and volume from melting 
snows, lakes, and feeder streams high in the Sierra Nevadas around 
Mount Lassen, and then pours its burden into the Sacramento River. 

It is the largest unregulated stream in the Sacramento River Basin, 
with a drainage area of 3,610 square miles above the damsite, 514 
miles from Oroville. It has an annual runoff of 4 million acre-feet. 

In December 1955, 65 persons died and there was $200 million 
damage in a northern California flood. In a single 24-hour period 
that month, the Eel River, in Humboldt and Mendicino Counties, 
dumped 1 million acre-feet of water into the sea, enough to serve all 
the needs of the city of Los Angeles for a year and a half. It was 
sufficient to irrigate 300,000 acres of land for 1 year. 

California has enough water to meet forseeable needs, assuming 
she does not lose any of her Colorado River rights. Those rights 
have been held by California for many years but now are challenged 
by Arizona. Arizona wants to cut California’s claim to 5,362,000 
acre-feet of water a year to 4,400,000. 

A population of 40 million is predicted for California after the 
year 2,000. Those people will need at least 50 million acre-feet of 
water a year. The California water plan is designed for that need. 
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At the present time California currently is overdrawing its water 
bank account in the State by about 5 million acre-feet a season, mostly 
by pumping water from underground water basins faster than nature 
can replace it. Some are so low sea water is seeping into them. 

The California water plan would provide 376 new reservoirs, with 
a capacity of 77 million acre-feet, which would be added to the 20 
million acre-feet of storage capacity in present reservoirs. 

There would be, in addition to dams, aqueducts and reservoirs, 
great tunnels under mountain ‘anges, giant pumping plants to lift 
the flows of entire rivers, powerplants,. canal turnouts, levees, flood 
control bypasses, transmission lines, and switchyards. 

The big plan calls for Federal, State, local, and private cooperation. 

The plan also purports to do the following, among many other ob- 
jectives : 

(1) Evaluate the State’s water supply, estimate water requirements, 
and pinpoint areas of water deficiencies and water surplus. 

(2) Outline present and future water problems in each area, de- 
scribe uses to which unused water should be put, suggest methods of 
interregional distribution through the California ‘aqueduct system 
and define objectives toward which water development should be 
directed. 

(3) And finally, the plan demonstrates that physical accomplish- 
ment of the tremendous objectives is possible. 

Oroville Dam, of Feather River project, will be 730 feet high, 6,780 
feet wide, 680 feet thick at the base, have a shoreline of 167 miles at 
a 900-foot elevation, cost $420 million, boast a 440,000-kilowatt power- 
plant and would yield 2 billion kilowatt-hours annually. 

The late A. D. Edmonston, State engineer, estimated that eventu- 
ally power eager from Oroville Dam and related power facilities 
would be $1314 million a year. The dam would have a capacity of 
31% million acre-feet and would flood an area of 15,500 acres. It would 
end fears of the North of disastrous floods. It would aid river navi- 
gation, create vast new recreational opportunities, and provide refuge 
for fish and wildlife. 

The Feather River project, of which Oroville Dam is the largest 
segment, would deliver water for 740 miles from the dam through an 
aqueduct to central and southern California. 

It would make available nearly 5 million acre-feet each year, or 
enough to provide for the domestic needs of every man, woman, and 
child in the United States for a week. It would set up barriers 
against salt water intrusions. 

“Water would flow from the dam into the Sacramento and San Joa- 
quin River channels to the 400,000 soil-rich Sacramento-San Joaquin 
Delta, near Tracy. 

From Tracy, 1t would flow into a 580-mile conduit route down the 
center of California and across the Tehachapi Mountains, just south 
of Bakersfield. 

The water would be boosted along the way by pumping stations, 
particularly over a 3,357-foot lift at the mountains to southern 
California. 

An exact route for the line into southern California and San Diego 
hasn’t been selected. Two main routes have been studied. One, the 
high line, would be located inland through Kern County and thence 
southward. 
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The other, the Coast Line, would pass through San Luis Obispo, 
Santa Barbar a and Ventura © ounties, ac cording to State and county 
reports. Both lines may be required eventually. 

Cost estimates of water delivered to southern California vary. One 
is $45 an acre-foot. Colorado River water delivered here, including 
taxes, costs a little more than $35 an acre-foot. 

Southern California would get 1,800,000 acre-feet of water an- 
nually according to present State water department estimates. 

The Feather River service area would get 970,000 acre-feet a year, 
the South San Francisco Bay area 250,000 acre-feet and San Joaquin 
Valley 2,230,000 acre-feet. 

San Luis Dam also is planned as a major unit of the Feather River 
project. From the delta, water would go to San Luis, located in 
Merced County, in the western part of San Joaquin Valley, 12 miles 
west of Los Banos. 

San Luis Dam would serve Merced, Fresno, and Kings Counties. 

It was part of the program rejected by the 1957 State legislature. 
Legislation vainly was proposed to authorize Federal-State construc- 
tion and use of the reservoir. 

Legislation asking an appropriation of $1 million as an advance to 
the Federal Government for preparation of plans and specifications 
also was defeated. 

The 1956 legislature appropriated a portion of the money to buy 
the San Luis site, but acquisition has been deferred until Federal- 
State relationships are worked out. 

I have introduced legislation proposing that the San Luis project 
be built and owned by the State from the beginning, and offering the 
State a Federal loan for the purpose of similar amount and under 
similar terms as Federal money would be put up for Federal con- 
struction. 

Legislation has been introduced by Senators William F. Knowland 
(Republican, California) and Thomas H. Kuchel (Republican, Cali- 
fornia) and Representative B. F. Sisk (Democrat, Fresno) for con- 
struction by the Government, with interest-free money, of a million- 
acre-foot capacity storage reservoir and dam for about 230 million 
dollars. 

Their bills propose that the State furnish the site free and take free 
title after valley users pay the Federal costs at a suggested rate of 
$750 an acre-foot. 

The reservoir would provide water for 440,000 acres in western 
San Joaquin Valley as part of the Government’s Central Valley proj- 
ect. Water, for the most part, is furnished in that area now from 

rapidly dwindling wells. 

Under their plan, the State later would enlarge San Luis at its own 
expense, into a 2,100,000-acre-foot capacity stabilizing reservoir to 
serve southern California as an integral part of the $114 billion 
Feather River project system. 

The dam would be located 70 miles south of Tracy and 50 miles 
north of Mendota. The service area of the dam lies along a strip 
65 miles long and 13 miles wide. The water would be transported by 
canal from the delta of the Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers near 
Tracy to San Luis and to southern California. 

Opposition came from several sides to the proposed Federal 
construction. 
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Assemblymen Harold K. Levering and John Collier, of Los An- 
geles, declared they would refuse to “vote one cent for water projects 
until the legislature approved a constitutional amendment guarantee- 
ing the south firm rights to northern water transported to ‘the south. 
That stand was held to generally by a majority of the southern dele- 
gation throughout the session. 

Many legislators said they favored State construction rather than 
Federal-State construction, arguing that if the Federal Government 
built the project, it would control it to the detriment of the entire 
State. They also argued the State could do the job faster. 

Another stumbling block was noted in the reclamation law which 
prohibits the sale of Federal project water to owners of lands in 
excess of 160 acres. The Southern Pacific Co., which owns about 
120,000 acres of land in the San Luis service area, has given notice 
it is not prepared to commit those lands for sale under the 160-acre 
limitation type of contract. 

The State supreme court has declared the 160-acre Federal limita- 
tion unconstitutional as applied to California. That decision has 
been appealed to the United States Supreme Court. California Con- 
gressmen expressed the fear that the decision, if upheld, might dry 
up Federal funds for water projects in California. 

Mayor Norris Poulson, of Los Angeles, in testimony before the 
House and Senate Interior Committees, recommended a direct $230 
million interest-free Federal loan for the State to build and operate 
the project independent of Federal control in line with my proposal. 

The overall California water plan of which the Feather River 
project is a major part, will cost $12 billion. But that will be spread 
over a 75- or a 100-year period. The Feather River project is the 
immediate problem, speaking in terms of 40-year bond issues, Gov 
Goodwin J. Knight said. 

The financial fe 2asibility of Feather River project was confirmed 
by the Bechtel Corporation of San Francisco, engaged by the legisla- 
ture in 1955 to make a study. State engineers have affirmed the engi- 
neering feasibility of Feather River project. 

The 1957 State legislature, which split wide open on the water 
rights issue, also was not in accord over financing methods. 

Knight’s administration favored a combination of pay-as-you-go 
and pay-as-you-use plan. Knight proposed establishment of a water- 
development fund composed of the following : 

Uncommitted tidelands oil royalties amounting to $101 million, a 
$75 million rainy-day fund, $10 million a year from oil royalties, 
moneys from the general fund, moneys from other funds, net reve- 
nues from State-operated water projects, proceeds from any bond 
issues voted for Feather River project, interest derived from invest- 
ment of moneys held in the water-development fund and Federal and 
local contributions. 

The Governor said State planners hoped to get up to $100 million 
from the Federal Government for flood-control features at the $400 
million Oroville Dam and Reservoir, key unit in the Feather River 
project. They also hoped to get $230 million from the Federal Gov- 
ernment in land reclamation funds or under my loan proposal for 
San Luis Dam and Reservoir. 

State engineers have estimated power sales from Feather River 
project eventually may amount to $14 million a year. 
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Normal Federal help on navigation, fish and wildlife features 
and normal State expenditures for reservoir lands, rights of way, 
relocation of railroads and highways also would help pay the bill. 

The metropolitan water district of southern California was re- 
ported by the Associated Press as saying it would prefer financing 
through general obligation bonds, with each issue for a specific 
project. 

Some northern California leaders have expressed the fear that 
after the Feather River project is built to meet the needs of southern 
California, the southern leaders would not support future bond issues. 
The bond issues the northerners referred to, they said, would finance 
water projects needed for other parts of California. 

The metropolitan water district supported the State appropriation 
of $25 million for Oroville Dam site clearance work. It also has 
announced it favors the Hosmer congressional bill providing State 
development and control of San Luis Reservoir, with Federal finan- 
cial assistance. 

The following appropriations have been voted thus far by State 
legislature for Feather River project: 

1952-54—$2,227,056 for engineering studies and other preliminary 
work. 

1955—F ive million dollars to complete planning features. 

1956—$9,350,000 for continuing engineering studies and site acqui- 
sitions at Oroville and San Luis Dams. 

1957—$25,190,000 to let contracts for relocating tracks of the West- 
ern Pacific Railroad and State Route 24, at the site of Oroville 
Dam. 

The areas-of-origin problem, pitting north against south, I have 
mentioned as one of the principal issues which stalemated the 1957 
legislature on the California water plan. 

Although it is popularly known as the areas of origin problem, it 
involves both counties of origin and watersheds of origin. 

The north has the water and it controls the State senate. The 
north needs southern money to build flood-control dams and other 
water works. North folks want to be sure they don’t give away so 
much water they won’t have enough for the future. Water, they say, 
is their greatest asset. 

They anticipate that great industries, expanded agriculture and 
a population boost will come to the north. They want the legal right 
to recapture surplus water delivered to the south if they need it in 
the future, under FRP development. That would amount to turning 
off the faucet on the south. So, southern California wants a firm 
allocation of water from the north. 

Southern California wants an impregnable legal protection to guar- 
antee it a definite future water supply from the north. The south, 
with most of the State’s population and assessed valuation, would 
pay the lion’s share of any State water development. 

outhern legislators stuck fast to a policy of not voting any funds 
(except $25 million for Oroville Dam) without agreement on a con- 
stitutional amendment which would be voted on by the people. 

That amendment would cement into the constitution firm guar- 
anties of water for both north and south. Such an amendment re- 
quires two-thirds majority of both houses to put it on the ballot. 











we 


SAN LUIS PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 21 


a 


That means 54 votes in the 80-man assembly and 27 in the 40-man 
senate. 

A half dozen proposed amendments were submitted to the legisla- 
ture by various committees, including a governor’s water group, 
attorney general’s committee, State chamber of commerce committee, 
and a joint legislative subcommittee. 

Amendments were introduced up to the eleventh hour, but no agree- 
ment could be reached. The south insisted that allocation of north- 
ern water be made on a permanent and nonrecallable basis. 

The north demanded the right of recapture or replenishment. It 
insisted, with equal stubbornness, that storage reservoirs first be built 
in its areas to guarantee a stored supply for our grandchildren. 

Harvey Banks, State water director, told both north and south 
there would be enough water for all if it is conserved and controlled 
properly. 

The north has banked heavily on section 10505 of the State water 
code in claiming its prior rights, according to attorneys on the vari- 
ous committees. The section reads: 

No priority under this part shall be released nor assignment made of any 
appropriation (of water) that will, in the judgment of the department of finance, 
deprive the county in which the water originates of any such water necessary 
for the development of the county. 

It is believed that a fair constitutional amendment protecting both 
the north and the south can be written, and that Governor Knight 
will soon call a special session of the California Legislature to place 
it on the ballot this year (1958). 

Los Angeles legislators have threatened, as a last resort, to circulate 
an initiative petition to the people to win a constitutional-rights 
amendment favorable to the south. Voters in the southland far out- 
number those in the north. However, no action has been reported on 
the proposed initiative. 

Since the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 
would play such a large part in the overall development picture, it is 
well at this point to describe it in more detail than I have done before. 

The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California is the 
largest taxing agency in the United States outside of the Federal 
Government and the States themselves. 

The district’s aqueduct from the Colorado River is the largest do- 
mestic water-supply line in the United States. Property within its 
boundaries has an assessed valuation of $11 billion. 

The district’s 75 incorporated cities and other areas in southern 
California cover more than 3,000 square miles, with a population of 
more than 6,500,000. 

The Metropolitan Water District aqueduct extends 242 miles across 
the State from the Colorado River to Lake Mathews, its terminal 
reservoir, 10 miles south of Riverside. 

The distribution system is 351 miles in length. The district can 
deliver 650,000 acre-feet of water a year. 

The Metropolitan Water District was incorporated in December 
1928 under authority of the Metropolitan Water District Act passed 
by the State legislature in 1927. The act permits districts to be 
formed for the purpose of developing, storing, and distributing water 
for domestic purposes. Member agencies do not have to be contigu- 
ous within the district. 
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In 1931, residents in 13 member cities voted a $220,000,000 district 
bond issue. District population then was less than 2 million, the 
area 624 square miles, and assessed valuation $1,827,765,000. 

Stewards of the Metropolitan Water District’s powers are the 37 
directors who serve without pay from the district. They are named 
by the chairman or mayor of the member agencies, subject to the 
approval of agency boards or councils. The directors have no fixed 
terms and could serve for life. 

However, it is subject to mandamus, injunction, and other legal 
actions in court. And the State legislature, which passed the act to 
create the Metropolitan Water District, has the power to repeal the 
act and kill the district. A bill to transfer Metropolitan Water Dis- 
trict’s functions to the State department of water resources was intro- 
duced at the 1957 legislature, but was unsuccessful. 

The district has a huge bonding limit, 15 percent of the total as- 
sessed valuation. That figures to a $1,300,000,000 limit under the 
current $9,700,000,000 total assessed valuation. It has used up only 
$220 million of that limit. 

Metropolitan Water District taxes reached a high of 50 cents per 
each $100 of assessed valuation in 1946. The levy has declined 
rapidly with the growth of the district and is now 19 cents. 

Taxes and water sale revenues finance Metropolitan Water District 
bonds and operations. The district is not subsidized by the Federal 
Government. 

Cities and agencies annexing to Metropolitan Water District must 
pay a fee equal to what they would have paid the district had they 
been original members, plus interest, and meet such other terms as 
the Metropolitan Water District might prescribe. 

Voting strength on the Metropolitan Water District board is based 
on the assessed valuation of the member agency’s area. Each agency 
is entitled to one vote for each $10 million of assessed valuation, or 

major portion thereof. Each agency may send one director to the 
Metropolitan Water District board besides one additional director 
for each $500 million of assessed valuation. 

No one agency can have more than 50 percent of the board votes. 

The preferenti: il right of an agency of the district to water is based 
on the amount of taxes paid to ‘the Metropolitan Water District for 
capital costs and operating expenses. Those payments do not include 
the payments for water bought. 

One of the chief powers of the Metropolitan Water District is that 
of eminent domain. The district can condemn land in any part of 
California. It also can appropriate, through specified legal pro- 
cedures, water not being put to beneficial use. The Metropolitan 
Water District could make a junior filing to appropriate water at 
the delta of the San Joaquin and S: acramento Rivers, near Trac yin 
mid-California. That filing would be subject to the State building 
waterworks there. 

At the delta, the State proposes to develop Feather River project 
water from the north and send it to southern California. Ifthe State. 
with its senior filing, didn’t build waterworks, the Metropolitan 
Water District could, under its junior filing. 

The district and its directors also have the power to disseminate 
information regarding Metropolitan Water District activities, pass on 
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offices, fix pay of officers and employees, establish civil service and 
retirement systems, and fix rates for water to be sold. 

The district has made it clear that it expects to be the delivering 
agent for Feather River project water in southern California. 

“In that regard, metropolitan water district said: 

The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California is prepared, with its 
existing governmental powers and its present and projected distribution facili- 
ties, to provide its service area with adequate supplies of water to meet expand- 
ing and increasing needs in the years ahead. 

The district is now providing its service area with a supplemental water 
supply from the Colorado River. When and as additional water resources are 
required to meet increasing needs for domestic, industrial, and municipal and 


economic extensions and water, the district will be prepared to deliver such 
supplies. 


Taxpayers and water users residing within the district already have obligated 
themselves for the construction of an aqueduct supply and distribution system. 

This system has been designed and constructed in a manner that permits 
orderly enlargements to deliver the district’s full share of Colorado River water 
as well as water from other sources required in the years ahead. 

Establishment of overlapping and paralleling governmental authorities and 
water distribution facilities to service southern California areas would place a 
wasteful and unnecessary burden upon all of the people of California, partic- 
ularly the residents of southern California. 

With that background in mind, I want to turn now, specifically, to 
the bills before this subcommittee, which I shall refer to as the Sisk 
bill and the Hosmer bill. The Sisk bill seeks Federal construction 
of the San Luis project, the Hosmer bill seeks State construction with 
the help of a Federal loan. The two bills involve sharp differences of 
political, social, and economic philosophy. 

I conceived and introduced the Hosmer bill after carefully review- 
ing the long water history of California, and the long history and 
background of legislation and litigation as between State control 
against Federal control. I believe that water is California’s life- 
blood and that the welfare of my State is better protected by adhering 
to the State’s 100-year-old principles of States rights and home rule. 
I believe that, despite the attraction of pursuing and receiving sub- 
sidies from the Federal Government, the price of that subsidy involves 
giving up essential control and jurisdiction to the Federal Govern- 
ment and its bureaus. It is too great a price to pay, even though 
helping to finance the $114 billion Feather River project is involved. 

In making my choice for State ownership and operation of the 
San Luis Dam and Reservoir I express the same fear that so many 
others have expressed; namely, that ingrained in great concentration 
of power in the Federal Government is a brushing aside of the wishes, 
desires, and sometimes even the rights, of the States and the people 
themselves. Legitimate alarm can be taken from the words of former 
Budget Director Rowland R. Hughes who admitted : 

Indeed, the Government is, among other things, the largest electric-power 
producer in the country, the largest insurer, the largest lender and the largest 
borrower, the largest landlord and the largest tenant, the largest holder of graz- 
ing land and the largest holder of timberland, the largest owner of grain, the 
largest warehouse operator, the largest shipowner, and the largest truck fleet 
operator. For a Nation which is the citadel and the world’s principal exponent 
of private enterprise and individual initiative, this is a rather amazing list. 

In meeting its water problems, the State of California should not 
be put in the frustrating, uncertain, and weak position of trusting 
its future to the policies, “directive, and interpretation of the Federal 








24 SAN LUIS PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 


Government and its bureaus—and the arguments, delays and some- 
times parsimony of the Congress with respect to funds for projects. 
Over a year has passed, no; 2 or 3, since Congress started its pon- 
derous considerations with respect to this project. California’s water 
plan cannot be speeded on its way unless we clearly and fully under- 
stand the tremendous importance of the State always remaining in 
the firm and comfortable and safe position of being able to make its 
own determinations as to legislative policy, executive action, and 
legal interpretation under State law. 

Specifically, with respect to the Hosmer and Sisk bills, it must be 
kept in mind that the 35 water organizations of southern California 
have endorsed the principles expressed in the Hosmer bill. More 
will be said of this later. Last June, Gov. Goodwin J. Knight, of 
California, reversed his former position and endorsed the Hosmer 
bill’s principles. Only last Saturday, January 11, 1958, the Governor 
issued a statement indicating he still prefers State rather than Fed- 
eral control of the San Luis. At the same time Harvey Banks, di- 
rector of the State water department, announced the State’s prefer- 
ence for the Hosmer bill. Banks said: 

As far as the Hosmer bill is concerned, if that concept which involves State 
financing, construction and operation, with the Federal Government loaning 
money to the State for the irrigation features of the San Luis project, is found 
to be acceptable at the Washington level, it would be wholly acceptable to the 
State. In fact, it might well give the State a greater measure of control than 
Smee be possible under the concept of joint financing as expressed in the Sisk 

ill. 

My position, which it is seen has gathered considerable support, 
is simply this: Here is a dam vitally needed in a project which lies 
totally within the State of California, which is to be paid for by 
Californians, and therefore the Federal Government should not take 
it over and then permit the State to integrate its plan with the Fed- 
eral plan. In the State’s interest it should be the other way around: 
that it, the State should control it and then there would be enough 
interest on the part of the State to permit the Federal Government 
to make use of it also, if from an engineering standpoint it is prac- 
tical to have integration. 

Now, to depart entirely from any consideration of political or 
social philosophy, but viewing the matter solely on the basis on which 
bill, the Hosmer bill or the Sisk bill, would be most beneficial to the 
greatest part of California, specific attention is called to the reports 
and maps officially prepared by the State relating to the Feather 
River project wherein the water service areas to be served are clearly 
set forth and marked. The Sisk project would be limited in its pri- 
mary benefits to property largely lying within Fresno County, and 
not to property in San Luis Obispo, Kern, Santa Barbara, Ventura, 
or any other county in southern California. The Hosmer project 
would be an integral unit of a statewide plan designed to deliver 
water to areas in need from Butte County in the north to and inelud- 
ing San Diego County in the south. All areas without question are 
in critical water need. 

Objectively and fairly searching for the right answer, and looking 
but to the desperate need of farmers in Kern County for immediate 
water, or certainly within the shortest possible time it can be made 
available, it must be admitted that this whole question is not an aca- 
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demic one of Sates rights versus Federal control. But rather, a ques- 
tion of which, the Hosmer or the Sisk approach, is more apt to furnish 
the water to those farmers in such great need. They, themselves, 
speaking through the Kern County Farm Bureau, have supplied the 
answer and it is the Hosmer approach. 

So now let us turn attention to other support for the Hosmer ap- 

roach. There is an organization in southern California known as 
the Southern California Water Coordinating Conference. It includes 
48 men representing some 35 organizations engaged in water produc- 
tion and distribution, or having a community interest in water sup- 
plies. The representation covers the south coastal counties of Santa 
Barbara, Ventura, Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino, 
and San Diego. The member organizations are the following: 


California Mutual Water Companies Association 
Callegaus Municipal Water District 

Central Basin Municipal Water District 

Central Basin Water Association 

Chino Basin Municipal Water District 
Conservation Association of Southern California 
County of Los Angeles 

County of Santa Barbara 

Eastern Municipal Water District 

Fallbrook Public Utility District 

Long Beach City 

Los Angeles Chamber of Commerce 

Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 
Oceanside Water Department 

Orange County Municipal Water District 

Orange County Water District 

Pomona Valley Protective Association 

Riverside County Water Advisory Committee 
San Bernardino County Supplemental Water Association 
San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District 
San Diego County Water Authority 

San Gabriel Valley Protective Association 

Santa Ana City 

Southern California Water Company 

Southern California Water Works Organization 
United Water Conservation District 

Upper San Gabriel Valley Water Association 
Ventura River Municipal Water District 

West Basin Municipal Water District 

Western Municipal Water District of Riverside County 
West Basin Water Association 


The conference has issued a “Statement of principles for state- 
wide water development” which was the product of some 17 meet- 
ings. It therefore represents an intensive and extensive study by 
experts of the highest caliber of the kind of answer to California’s 
water pees that must be agreed upon if the vital interests of the 
State for decades ahead are to be safeguarded. The statement is as 
follows: 

BASIC PRINCIPLES FOR STATEWIDE WATER DEVELOPMENT 


Many of California’s water problems have been created or aggravated by the 
addition of more than 5 million people in the last decade. Further population 
increases of great magnitude appear to be inevitable, as well as ever-increasing 
demands for agricultural products. The future growth and well-being of many 
areas of our State ate in jeopardy by reason of floods or inadequacy of avail- 
able water supply, s@ that the proper and satisfactory solution of California’s 
water problems is a matter of both statewide and local responsibility. Because 
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of these compelling facts, the Southern California Water Coordinating Con- 
ference proposes the following principles to serve as guidelines for the develop- 
ment of the Feather River project and other units of the California water plan. 


I. STATE WATER POLICY 


California, in embarking upon a program of financing, constructing, and op- 
erating water projects, should adopt a comprehensive water policy. Adequate 
water supply and flood control for various sections of California are no longer 
matters of only local concern, but now have become a statewide concern. The 
legitimate needs of each area must be considered against a background of the 
needs of all other areas and of statewide interest and economy. We are as- 
sured that there is enough water, including California’s rights to Colorado 
River water, to meet all future needs throughout the State. 

The State of California now has the opportunity, in accord with these 
premises, to develop and institute a thoughtful and wise policy which may be 
used for the Feather River project and, also, be applicable for development 
of other units of the California water plan. 

Just as local agencies should own and operate their works, so should the 
State of California own and operate its statewide water projects, and any 
appropriate Federal assistance should be on a cooperative basis. Local users 
should construct and operate their own distribution facilities. 

Consideration should be given to the relationship which will exist between the 
Feather River project and subsequent projects in the preservation of the Delta 
pool with respect to quality and quantity, and the responsibilities of the State 
as well as those who may draw water from that source. 

The problem of water for future needs for areas of origin and areas of 
deficiency must be met and solved with equity for all. The State must assume 
responsibility for the reservation of sufficient water to provide full protection 
to areas of origin and responsibility for full contract deliveries to areas of 
deficiency. 

All State water projects should be reimbursed as set forth herein. 

Where the public interest will be served, local agencies should be enabled to 
receive State financial assistance for the construction of local projects which 
conform and contribute to the California water plan. This assistance should be 
in accord with the principles set forth herein. 


Il, TIME AND NEED 


With respect to time and need, all areas of California are concerned with an 
immediate start on the Feather River project and expediting its completion. 

The great damage and loss of life on the flood plain of the Feather River below 
Oroville in the water of 1955-56 demonstrates the need for immediate construc- 
tion of the Oroville Dam. 

The rapidly receding ground waters and high pump lifts in the westerly and 
southerly portions of the San Joaquin Valley in Fresno, Kings, and Kern Counties, 
and the rapidly receding ground waters in the south San Francisco Bay area 
affecting areas of domestic, industrial, and irrigation use in these counties require 
prompt construction of pumping plants, canals, and the San Luis Reservoir to 
avoid severe losses. Certain areas south of the Tehachapis need water now. The 
demand for an intensive construction program is therefore pressing, not only 
for the northern areas but also for the areas south of the Tehachapis, because 
this latter service area lies at the extreme southern end of the project and adue- 
duct system. 

III, WATER RIGHTS 


1. Solution of the ‘area of origin problem contemplates the acceptance of the 
policy and philosophy in connection with State or Federal projects that water- 
sheds where the water originates be legally and fully protected with enough 
water for their reasonable, ultimate beneficial need. 

2. It is equally important, with particular reference to the Feather River 
project, that the areas of deficiency to which the surplus water is to be exported 
be legally and fully protected for the amount of water for which they will have 
contracted for delivery by the State. This protection is necessary to enable 
the areas of deficiency to ascertain whether or not it is feasible and economically 
prudent for them to join in financing the construction of works of such magnitude 


as the Feather River project and to build their future economy on such water 
supply. 
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8. In order to provide the strongest legal protection and stability, both for 
the areas of origin and for the areas of deficiency, it is important that the method 
for these determinations be fixed by constitutional amendment. It should be 
limited to unappropriated water of the State and should not in any sense invade 
existing water rights. 

4. The proposed amendment should provide that determination be made by 
the legislature as this body represents the respective viewpoints of all sections 
of the State. To guide the legislature and to secure an approach which is as 
objective and engineeringly scientific as possible, the facilities of the Department 
of Water Resources, the State Water Board, and the State Water Rights Board 
should be used to the fullest extent possible in processing or recommending such 
determinations. 

IV. ENGINEERING 


Projects under the California water plan, and the Feather River project as 
the first unit thereof, should be based upon a finding of engineering and economic 
feasibility before such projects are authorized for construction by the State. 
It is obvious that engineering must not alone consider the greatest economy in 
construction and operation but must also consider water quality. Assurance must 
be had that those areas to which water may be made available can afford to pay 
the costs properly allocated for construction, maintenance and operation. Un- 
necessary duplication of facilities should be avoided. 

Feather River project 

1. Substantial progress has been made by the State of California in engineering 
of the Feather River project. Progress should be made as rapidly as possible to 
complete determinations of routes and areas to be served. Final commitment 
regarding the entire project should be made as soon as the legal rights to the 
use of the water made available by the project are established pursuant to the 
constitutional amendment and the engineering and economic studies now being 
conducted by the State affecting such matters are completed and their adequacy 
and application sufficiently analyzed by the interested areas. 

2. Notwithstanding the necessary delay in providing for the financing of the 
project in its entirety, highway and railroad relocations in the Oroville area 
should be commenced at once. Simultaneous acquisition of the Oroville and San 
Luis dam and reservoir sites should be accomplished by the State without further 
delay in line with the intent expressed by the State legislature; and as much 
money as necessary should be appropriated for these purposes and for further 
engineering studies along the entire route of the project to speed final deter- 
minations : 

3. The routes south of Devil’s Den and their elevations will depend upon sur- 
veys water quality, estimates and comprehensive economic studies. 


Vv. FINANCIAL POLICY 


The following policies should apply in the financing of the Feather River proj- 
ect and also to other projects of the California water plan: 


Sources of Funds 


California as a State should assume the overall responsibility for financing 
the Feather River project. In order that there be assurance of adequate financ- 
ing, in addition to funds then authorized, general obligation bonds in an amount 
sufficient to complete the entire project should be authorized as early as possible, 
even though this might mean that more bonds are authorized than are sold be- 
cause of receipt of funds from other sources as hereinafter proposed. While the 
bonds to be issued will be general obligation bonds of the State, they should be 
supported by contracts of reimbursement to be made with each water or power 
user agency. 

1. The State should appropriate from the general fund moneys for acquisition 
of reservoir and dam sites, rights of way, relocation of highways and utilities, 
and for improvements removed or damaged by construction of the project. 

2. Funds properly allocable for the construction of improvements for recrea- 
tional features of statewide interest should be provided from the State’s tidelands 
oil revenues and investment fund. 

3. Funds of the State, such as rainy day fund and sums derived from the 
State’s tideland oil revenues and investment funds thereof, may properly be made 
available by the legislature as underwriting for the construction of the project. 

4, The Federal Government should be requested to supply funds in line with 
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present or future Federal policies, including allocations to flood control, fish 
and wildlife, recreational values of national interest and navigation. 

5. Where areas express a desire for irrigation funds under reclamation law, 
the Federal Government may be requested to supply funds properly allocable 
for irrigation in connection with a State project, provided no handicaps are 
placed on State ownership and operation. 


Allocation of Costs 


The State should adopt a policy for determining benefits and costs which, 
based on recognized methods, will result in reasonable and fair allocations. 


Repayment 


1. State moneys for acquisition of reservoir and dam sites, rights-of-way, re- 
location of utilities and highways, and for improvements removed or damaged 
by construction of the project should be nonreimbursable. 

2. State funds for recreational improvements of statewide interest should be 
nonreimbursable. 

3. Federal funds for flood control, fish, and wildlife protection, recreational 
improvements of nationwide interest, navigation and other items in line with 
established policy should be nonreimbursable. 

4. Federal funds for irrigation should be reimbursable, in accordance with 
Federal policies then prevailing. 

5. All other funds, including those for power and for domestic and industrial 
and irrigation water supply should be reimbursable with interest. 

6. The revenues of the project should be pledged to operation, maintenance 
and the payment of debt service. 

7. The State should enter into contracts with water distributing agencies be- 
fore water is delivered. The contracts should cover repayment of the costs al- 
located to the particular agencies, including debt service. The contracts should 
include a commitment by the agencies to provide the works required to make 
their connections to the Feather River project. Each such agency should pro- 
vide distribution works for the delivery of water to its own customers. 

8. An agency may Satisfy its contractual obligation to the State by taxes 
levied upon the property within the agency, by the application of any revenue 
of the agency, or by any other sources of income available to the agency. 

9. The State should have the power to enjoin any person from taking the 
Feather River project water without first entering into a contract with the 
State. 

The following is presented in amplification of section V, approved by the 
southern California Water Coordinating Conference, January 14, 1957: 

1. Authorization.—The State should construct projects or should provide funds 
for the construction of projects only as authorized by the State legislature. 

2. Bond Issues.—Supplementing funds which are available by appropriation 
by the legislature or otherwise, sufficient bonds should be voted to complete a 
specific water project such as the Feather River project. Bonds authorized for 
such a project should be used only for purposes defined in such bond authoriza- 
tion and should be kept separate from the water projects construction revolving 
fund. Bond interest and bond redemption payments for the reimbursable costs 
of such project should be the first demand on revenues of such project after 
meeting operating and maintenance costs. 

3. Water Projects Construction Revolving Fund.—There should be a water 
projects construction revolving fund. Into this fund the State legislature may 
transfer a portion of State receipts from tidelands oii revenues, the Rainy Day 
fund, and any other moneys deemed appropriate by the State legislature. 
Money should be paid out from this fund only under direct appropriation by the 
legislature for projects including those too small to warrant a bond issue. Any 
money originally loaned from the water projects construction revolving fund 
should be returned to this fund with interest by those benefiting from such 
project in accordance with the statement of principles. 

4. Operating Fund.—An operating fund with separate accounts for each project 
should be established. Into such accounts should be paid all revenues from sale 
of water and power, all contract payments out of project taxes raised by project 
beneficiary areas or districts, and all other revenues from each respective project. 
The first charge on these revenues should be for necessary operation and main- 
tenance of each respective project. The next charge on these revenues should be 
for bond interest and redemption whenever there are outstanding bonds or other 
indebtedness for such project. If loans to the project have been made from 
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the water projects construction revolving fund, payment of interest and return 
of capital also should be a charge against such revenues. All remaining revenues 
should be used only to meet the requirements of the project from which such 
revenues are derived. 

VI. GENERAL 


The successful development of California’s water resources for the benefit 
of all sections of the State will involve great complexities and the expenditure 
of vast sums. Its consummation will depend largely on general public support 
of a program based on good engineering and sound principles of economics and 
finance. 

The foregoing set of principles is offered by the Southern California Water 
Coordinating Conference for application to the Feather River project, but it is 
hoped, also, that they may serve as a contribution to the equitable development 
of the California water plan. 


These principles have been considered by the conference for many months and 
have been widely discussed with the leaders from many parts of California. 
While unanimously approved by the conference, it is not claimed that they 
represent the complete thinking of the individual members of the conference. 
Rather, they represent the balancing of many ideas presented in a statement 
which we believe to be fair, equitable and sound, with some give and take on 
the part of all who participated. The members of the conference at all times 
have acted in their individual capacities without involving approval, implied or 
expressed, by their agencies or organizations. 

In implementation of these soregoing basic principles a specine and 
basic concept for solution of the San Luis situation and timely de- 
velopment thereof has been offered by the Kern County Farm Bu- 
reau on the premise that it offers a basically sound, fair, and workable 
plan to meet cooperatively the present critical water need and antic- 
ipate increasing future needs with earliest protection of human life, 
greatest benefit to the general welfare, and assurance for maintaining 
and extending the agricultural and general economy of the State. 

Whether or not it would accomplish this purpose is, of course, up 
to the decision of you gentlemen. For that reason I will outline the 
— and the premises upon which it is based AS follows: 

The Feather River Dam at Oroville, the San Luis Dam, and 
an principal features of the Feather River project shall be con- 
structed and operated by the State as now authorized. Financing and 
completion of the Feather River project shall be assured by author- 
ization of general obligation bonds to be sold only as required by the 
State’s construction program and by making available other funds 
under appropriate reimbursement policies. Such other funds may be 
from special and general funds of the State; from those received 
from the Federal Government for flood control, fish and wildlife 
preservation, and recreation, where national interest and policy pre- 
vails; and from direct loans or other financial participation by the 
United States as may be authorized. 

2. The State shall construct, as part of the Feather River project, 
the Delta Cross Channel, the pumping plant at Delta me Tracy, 
the canal from that point to the San Luis Reservoir, the San Lis 
Forebay, and the State’s pumping plant for delivery of water there- 
from to either the San Luis Reservoir or directly to the Feather River 
project main south canal. 

3. The San Luis Dam and Reservoir, with appropriate forebs y, and 
the main canal southward therefrom shall be State-owned and oper- 
ated as features of the State-authorized Feather River project, with 
provisions by agreement with the United States, for usefulness to the 
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Federal San Luis unit and other units of the Central Valley project 
on an aeeeeres basis. 

4. The San Luis unit, consehng of features proposed by the San 
Luis report, with exception of the San Luis Reservoir, forebay, and 
main canal, shall be authorized as a unit of the Central V alley project 
(which includes the Trinity unit and other units) and shall be 
es and operationally integrated therewith. 

The existing excess ‘apacity of the Federal Central Valley 
project’ s Delta-Mendota Canal and Tracy pumping plant will be used 
pr imarily for movement of water from the delta for proposed Federal 

_ Luis unit purposes. 

3. With the exceptions noted in (4) above, the remainder of the 
Wir major features of the Federal San Luis unit, which are pri- 
marily of specific values only to the San Luis unit service area and 
are estimated to cost about $160 million, shall be constructed by the 
United States; as likewise may be the proposed distribution system and 
other local works to serve the San Luis unit area, which are estimated 
to cost about $184 million; the latter to be contracted for by local 
agencies within the San Luis unit’s service area. These major Federal 
works shall include the pumping plant and other required works 
in vicinity of the State’s San Luis Reservoir to deliver water, moved 
to that point through the Delta-Mendota Canal to either the State’s 
San Luis Reservoir for storage, or directly to the State’s main canal, 
Tr use in the Federal San Luis unit service area. 

. The Federal Central Valley project will supply or contract for 
power to operate pumps of the Federal San Luis unit. 

8. Rights to the use of water, in accordance with State law as 
required within service areas a the Federal San Luis unit and the 
State Feather River project, or reasonable assurance that such rights 
will be forthcoming shall be st ablished. 

The concepts of State-Federal relationships in the operation of 
adjoining and connecting State and Federal works under these prem- 
ises is as follows: 

An agreement shall be executed between the United States and the 
State of California to provide: 

(a) The State shall receive through the facilities of the Federal 
unit water for storage in the State’s San Luis Reservoir which will 
later be conveyed through the State’s Feather River project main 
south canal to points of ‘diversion where it will be received for dis- 
tribution through federally constructed works, to water users in the 
San Luis service area. Water similarly provided may also be re 

ceived directly into the State’s Feather River project main south 

‘anal for delivery to the headworks of the Federal unit’s distribution 
system. The State shall make an appropriate charge for the service 
of storage and transmission which shall include all costs involved, in- 
cluding capital costs, on a proportionate use basis consistent with 
other Feather River project water deliveries. 

(6) Inthe event other facilities of the State Feather River project 
are of service to the Federal San Luis unit or other units of the Cen- 
tral Valley project, the United States shall pay an appropriate serv- 
ice charge and/or an appropriate share of the operation, maintenance, 
and replac ement costs in connection therewith. 

(c) As the counterpart of this provision, in the event facilities of 
the Federal San Luis unit are of service to the State Feather River 
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project, the State shall pay an appropriate service charge and/or an 
appropriate share of the operation, maintenance, and replacement 
costs in connection therewith. 

(d) Operation of the Feather River project for water service to 
areas as presently authorized shall proceed as planned by the State, 
with due regard in construction and operation of project features 
to provide for meeting for State’s contractual obligation with the 
United States respecting the Federal San Luis uni. 

The two projects will physically operate under the above premises 
and agreement as follows: 

l. Surplus water from the Sacramento-San Joaquin Rivers delta 
will be picked up by pumps of both the Central Valley project's 
Tracy installation and by the Feather River project’s Tracy facilities, 
in proportion to the rights of each and by agreement in accordance 
with (+) and (¢) above. 

The surplus water in the delta will be firmed by the Federal 
Central Valle ‘y project and by the State’s Feather River project, thus 
providing additional water for use within service areas of both 
projec ts in respective entitled amounts. 

. Water pumped by Central Valley project’s delta pumps will 
move southward through the Delta-Mendota Canal. That portion 
destined for use in the San Luis unit will be repumped through the 
new Federal San Luis unit pumping plant to either the State’s San 
Luis Reservoir or the State’s main south canal. Losses in storage and 
transmission of this water shall be properly considered. 

4. Water pumped by the State project's delta pumps will move 
southward through the State’s delta-San Luis canal. At San Luis 
this water will be repumped to either the reservoir for storage and 
regulation or to the Feather River project main south canal for trans- 
mission to the State’s Feather River project service areas, with losses 
in storage and transmission to be properly considered. 

The southern California water coordinating conference last week 
approved this concept, and respecting it the Water Association of 
Kern County has said the following: 

This concept for meeting the urgent water needs of south and west San 
Joaquin Valley and other California areas combines the advantages of State 
ownership and operation of the San Luis Dam and Reservoir and other main- 
line facilities as part of the State authorized Feather River project as the initial 
unit of the California water plan, with the proposed Federal development of 
irrigation and other water service for the San Luis unit area as part of the 
Central Valley project. 

It is believed that under the concept here to be set forth, water users in the 
San Luis unit area will receive equal service to any heretofore proposed. It is 
further believed that prospec tive water users of the Feather River project will 
receive timely and unimpaired service in line with existing and future needs. 
It is also believed that both the United States and the State of California can 
develop their respective works with advantage to both; with maximum oppor- 
tunity for cooperation: with lowest possible costs for each under a practical 
plan of development; at lowest costs and with earliest deliveries to water users, 
With increased or more certain water availability. 

A basic objective under the concept is immediate construction of facilities to 
make available surplus water in the delta to areas which need water at the 
earliest possible noment; followed by a larger construction program which will 
increase the quantity of water available for movement south on a firm and 
permanent basis. 

In the operation of both projects it may be found that excess capacity or 
requirements exceeding capacity will exist from time to time, particularly in 
the early stages of project development. Under the concept here proposed, 
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if the excess capacity of one of the projects coincides with the excess require- 
ments of the other, it will be possible to utilize facilities of the one to the ad- 
vantage of the other and vice versa. 

The sequence of project construction by both the State and the United States 
could be affected by these factors. Both could cooperate toward meeting the 
urgent needs of the two service areas. The State could give high priority to 
construction of the San Luis Dam, forebay, and aqueduct from San Luis to 
Kettleman City, while Federal construction of the San Luis pumping plants 
and other major works required in the San Luis service area, plus distribution 
facilities in the area, would proceed. The State would also extend its facilities, 
as appropriate, for service to other Feather River project service areas which 
are in critical need of water. Then under the State-Federal agreement there 
envisioned, the available surplus water in the delta could be delivered through 
the Federal project’s facilities as far as the State’s San Luis Reservoir, and 
there stored and further conveyed southward through State facilities to be 
used to meet the most urgent and immediate water needs of south and west San 
Joaquin Valley, in service areas of both projects. 

Construction of other project features by both State and Federal agencies 
would be expected to proceed during this time in line with the buildup of water 
requirements along the line. 


I realize this has been a lengthy presentation and I thank you for 
bearing with me. But a problem so important to so many people, and 
to the future of our second largest State, justifies the intensive de- 
liberation you are making. 

I most sincerely hope that what I have said will assist in a decision 
by you to adopt the Hosmer bills (H. R. 2452 and H. R. 2521) and 
reject the Sisk bills (H. R. 6035 and H. R. 7295) in answering this 
vital problem. Further, that in connection with the Hosmer bill, 
you will evaluate the advisability of amending its provision to include 
such part of the implementing concept I have outlined as may be 
provident, 

In closing, I am happy to advise you of unanimous proceedings yes- 
terday, January 14, 1958, by the board of directors of the metro- 
politan water district of southern California as follows: 

Moved by Director Farrar, seconded by Director Haywar,.and carried, that 
the board of directors approves the approach embodied in the Hosmer bill (H. R. 
2452, 84th Cong., 1st sess., Jan. 10, 1957) to the enactment of congressional 
legislation relating to the San Luis project and, to the extent consistent there- 
with, the general principles which are outlined in the Kern County Farm Bureau 
concept as distributed December 16, 1957, to the members of this board. 

Mr. Asprnatu, The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Califor- 
nia, Mr. Utt. 

Mr. Urr. Mr. Chairman, I have no statement to make at this time 
and I would like to associate myself with the statement made by 
Mr. Hosmer. 

Mr. Asptnatu. The Chair is in possession of a statement by Hon. 
William F. Knowland, senior Senator from the State of California, 
with his request that it be placed in the record of the hearings at this 
point. Is there any objection ? 

Hearing none, it is so ordered. 

(The document follows.) 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR WILLIAM F. KNOWLAND 


Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to submit my views to the mem- 
bers of the Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation on the proposed con- 
struction and operation of the San Luis project. As the committee knows, the 
main features of this project provide for the construction of a reservoir and sup- 
plemental works to serve a water shortage area of 500,000 acres. It is my 
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understanding that the subcommittee now has pending before it several bills 
which authorize the construction of the San Luis project. Although the pro- 
visions of these bills differ and, in some places, conflict with each other with 
respect to the sponsorship and other features of the project, all of the legis- 
lation demonstrates the importance and the necessity for early construction of 
the San Luis project. 

It has been my considered belief that legislation authorizing immediate Fed- 
eral construction of the San Luis unit should be approved by the Congress with 
provisions in such legislation for subsequent integration with California’s own 
water utilization and conservation program. During my service in the United 
States Senate over the past 13 years, where for a considerable period of the 
time I have been serving on the Senate Appropriations Subcommittee on Public 
Works, I have adhered to the principle that feasible projects which benefit one 
part of the country should be supported because they ultimately benefit the 
remaining areas of the Nation. Similarly, there have been projects in my own 
State of California to which I have given my support because they were essen- 
tial to the development of our water resources and they have proven to be of 
great benefit to the entire economy of the State. 

As the members of the subcomittee may know, both Senator Kuchel and 
I have introduced legislation, 8S. 1887, now pending in the Senate Interior Com- 
mittee, which is companion legislation to H. R. 6035, introduced by Congressman 
Sisk. When this legislation was introduced, such action was taken after the 
drafting of the provisions of the bill had been participated in by representatives 
of the State of California and received the State government’s endorsement at 
the time they were introduced. 

The incontestable facts that must be borne in mind in connection with the 
need for this legislation are as follows: 

1. The service area for irrigation under H. R. 6035 is unquestionably a critical 
water deficit area. 

2. The Department of the Interior has endorsed construction of the project 
as proposed by this legislation. 

3. This legislation has previously received the support of the Governor and 
the State department of water resources. 

California’s water problem made infinitely complex by population increase 
pressures can only be resolved by the construction of additional storage and 
distribution projects. 

It has always been contemplated that congressional hearings on this measure 
might show the wisdom of amendments to the bill, which of course I would be 
prepared to consider and, if sound, to support. It has been my belief, and I am 
sure that of Senator Kuchel, that prompt construction of the San Luis project 
would prove an impetus to the program for the development of other major 
water projects which are now proposed as integral units of the State water plan. 
So that there would be no obstacles placed in the path of a statewide water 
program, this legislation specifically provides for the integration of the San Luis 
unit and coordinated operation of the project by the State of California. 

In view of the dire need for an immediate supplemental water supply to a 
great area of the San Joaquin Valley of California, I urgently request the mem- 
bers of this subcommittee, and the House as well, as look favorably on the 
San Luis legislation at this session of the Congress. 


Mr. AspINALL. Without objection, the statements of Senator Kuchel, 
Representative McFall (see p. 122), and Representative Moss will be 
placed in the record at this point. 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 


January 14, 1958. 
Hon. WAYNE N. ASPINALL, 


Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs, House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR REPRESENTATIVE ASPINALL: Pending before your subcommittee is H. R. 
6035, introduced by Congressman B. F. Sisk, to authorize the Secretary of the 
Interior to construct the San Luis unit of the Central Valley project, and to 
enter into an agreement with the State of California with respect to the con- 
struction and operation of the unit. In the Senate I am the coauthor with my 
California colleague, Senator Knowland, of similar legislation (S. 1887) upon 
which hearings will shortly be scheduled. 
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This proposed water project legislation, prior to its introduction, was endorsed 
by the State of California, speaking through Gov. Goodwin Knight, and the 
director of water resources, Harvey Banks. It was also endorsed by the De- 
partment of the Interior. It presents, in my view, a basis on which both govern- 
ments may cooperate in helping to solve a desperately critical water problem 
which acutely affects the future life and property in all sections of California. 

The concept of an integrated reservoir furnishing water to the people in an 
expanded Central Valley service area, and at the same time available to the 
State of California Feather River project for transportation of water to the 
furthermost reaches of southern California, is an appealing one. I believe it 
serves the public interest. As a legislator, I see no insuperable problem in finding 
exact language clearly to spell out such a concept providing for unequivocal and 
explicit directives in the legislation for joint State-Federal use. This bill pro- 
vides an excellent basis for meeting this challenge. 

Assuredly, men of good will, working together, can meet it, and meet it suc- 
cessfully. Indeed, the future of California demands it. 

California faces an acutely growing water problem, cespite the great ce- 
velopment of control and use of water during the past few decades. This de- 
velopment simply has not kept pace with our growth in population, industry, 
and agriculture. Two factors contribute to this: (1) The geographic mal- 
distribution of our water; and (2) its time of availability. 

The major water resources are in the northern part of the State, but the great 
agricultural areas and one-half of the population are in water-scarce central 
and southern areas. There is sufficient water for all needs, but the problem is a 
proper and equitable distribution. California streamflows follow the precipita- 
tion and snow thaws which occur in the winter and spring months; the summers 
are dry. Control of the consequent spring runoff by storage reservoirs thus 
becomes mandatory if there is to be an efficient distribution system to meet our 
expanding all-year needs. 

You and the members of your subcommittee are aware of the great contribu- 
tions of the Federal Government in past development of California water re- 
sources, for which my State continues to be grateful. As I have already indi- 
cated, the past accomplishments still have not met the desperate need for 
further water development. This is effectively demonstrated by a statement 
of the California Department of Water Resources issued last May in its bulletin 
No. 3 (The California Water Plan), where it was said: 

“The construction of highways, schools, hospitals, and other public works has 
greatly accelerated since the end of World War II. However, to supply its 
necessary water, California is relying, for the most part, on works which were 
designed to meet the needs as anticipated 20 to 30 years ago. These facts are 
now becoming known and more generally understood by the people. It is ap- 
parent to most that the continued growth and presperity of California is de- 
pendent upon prompt and substantial efforts by the responsible local govern- 
mental agencies, the State and the Federal Government, to insure that the plan- 
ning and construction of water development projects keeps pace with the 
growing need for water.” 

In 1940, California had a population of slightly less than 7 million. By 1950, 
it had increased to about 10,600,000. Today it is estimated that it has a total 
population of about 14 million, or double what it was in 1940. Meanwhile, the 
per capita use of water has increased almost geometrically. The California 
Department of Water Resources reports that in 1950 the estimated seasonal 
shortage of water in the State was about 2,700,000 acre-feet, largely represent- 
ing an overdraft of ground water storage. By 1955, the deficit aggregated 
nearly 4 million acre-feet per year. It has been estimated by some water ex- 
perts that by 1965 the net shortage of developed water supply could amount to 
more than 10 million acre-feet per season. Our water tables continue to drop 
as our water needs increase. This continuous drop in the water tables is in itself 
sufficiently alarming, and one of the collateral effects of water overdrafts has 
been the intrusion of sea water into the principal pumping sources along the 
coastal ground basins. 

The State of California is embarked on a plan of self-help, the California 
water plan. In the opinion of the State government, the Federal legislation 
before you would assist the State in the development of the California water 
plan. ‘In its report, the State has said: 

“It is appropriate, before discussing detailed plans for the San Luis unit, 
to consider a broader subject; the place of the San Luis unit in a long-range 
water plan for California. Such a plan was presented to the California Legis- 
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lature of 1931 * * *. There appear to be no irreconcilable engineering or 
financial problems involved in coordinating the construction of the San Luis 
unit and of other features of the California water plan. The long-range, 
multiple-purpose plan developed by the State division of water resources pro- 
vides for water storage on the Feather River, flood control on that stream, power 
generation, and transportation of water to the San Francisco Bay area, the 
San Joaquin Valley and southern California. As far as service to the San Luis 
is concerned, the State and Bureau plans are basically similar * * *. Thus, 
physical coordination of the two plans should present no insurmountable en- 
gineering problems. Since the physical facilities and the plan of operation 
are so similar it seems reasonable to expect that construction of the facilities 
by the United States for subsequent operation as a unit of the contemplated 
Feather River project should assist the State in its larger endeavor * * *.” 
(From pp. 5 and 6 of Views and Recommendations of the State of California 
on Proposed Report of Department of the Interior on San Luis Unit.) 

Cast in this background, H. R. 6035 becomes highly significant, as it represents, 
pernaps for the first time, coordination of efforts by the State of California and 
the Federal Government to implement the objectives of both. The San Luis 
unit of the Central Valley project would embrace major features included also 
by the State of California as part of the much larger Feather River project, 
authorized for construction by the State as the initial unit of the California 
water plan. The legislation was so drawn as to further the objectives of supply- 
ing the needs of the San Luis service area of the Central Valley project and of 
coordinating the works with the California water plan to bring new water into 
southern California. It would specifically permit the project facilities to be so 
designed and constructed as to be integrated into and made a part of the larger 
plan of the State of California. 

The State department of water resources and the Federal Bureau of Reclama- 
tion envision a cooperative and integrated reservoir which would serve a great 
Federal reclamation project in being and a greater State project which is now on 
the way. I am not an engineer. I am a legislator. But what the professional 
engineering departments, State and Federal, agree upon—generally, in the bill 
before us—appears to be a proper basis on which your committee and the 
Congress can act effectively in cooperation with the State of California. I have 
not seen any specific proposals for amendment to this legislation. Some will 
be offered. Each needs to be thoroughly and carefully considered. Pride of 
authorship is irrelevant in meeting the needs of our people. The time for action 
is at hand. 

Permit me respectfully to ask that this letter be made a part of the record 
of your hearings on H. R. 6035. 

With kind personal regards, I am 

Sincerely yours, 
THOMAS H. KUCHEL, 
United States Senator. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN JOHN E. Moss 


Nearly 2 years ago I appeared before this subcommittee to urge authorization 
of the San Luis unit of the Central Valley project. There was a critical need for 
this important water development then; it is even more critical today. 

The San Luis project as proposed in H. R. 6035 will, when completed, perform 
a dual role. First, it will provide an urgently needed supplemental water supply 
for its service area which comprises one of the finest agricultural units in Cali- 
fornia. Second, it will form an important link in the overall solution of Cali- 
fornia’s statewide water problem. 

Before discussing these two aspects of the project, I want to commend the 
author of H. R. 6035, Mr. Sisk, in whose congressional district the proposed San 
Luis Dam and service area lie, for providing the leadership which resulted in 
the bill before you. Last spring he sponsored a weeklong meeting here in 
Washington of the director of the California State Department of Water Re- 
sources, officials of the United States Bureau of Reclamation, representatives 
of the local interests, and congressional staff experts in an effort to reconcile 
conflicting interests on San Luis and achieve a bill that would satisfy the local 
and State interests. My examination of the bill convinces me that he succeeded 
admirably. I am pleased that the Secretary of the Interior has reported on the 
measure. Last April, California Senators Knowland and Kuchel joined in 
introducing a bill in the Senate, S. 1887, which is identical with H. R. 6035. 
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It is to be noted that San Luis, which is exclusively an irrigation project, is 
a logical and long-planned extension of the Central Valley project. That great 
project was designed to serve California’s Sacramento and San Joaquin Valleys 
with construction of additional features proceeding in orderly stages to meet 
the water requirements of particular areas as they develop and the users are 
willing to shoulder the cost of such features. The San Luis unit of the Central 
Valley project is urgently needed now and the water users stand ready to repay 
the cost to the United States. 

The physical plan of San Luis roughly involves the capturing of a portion 
of the winter runoff that each year flows from the Sacramento-San Joaquin delta 
into the ocean, and of transporting it by means of the existing Tracy pumping 
plant and Delta-Mendota canal to a point near the San Luis Reservoir where it 
would be transported and pumped through new facilities into the proposed San 
Luis Reservoir for use during the irrigation season. Thus, the San Luis unit 
will put to beneficial use a portion of water which now wastes to the sea. It 
wolud almost double the utility of the existing Delta-Mendota canal system by 
using it at a time when it would otherwise be idle. 

The San Luis service area embraces some 500,000 acres of land in Fresno, 
Merced, and Kings Counties. These lands have until now been completely de- 
pendent upon water pumped from deep wells that often reach a depth of 2,000 
feet and require pumping lifts of from 400 to 700 feet. Year by year the ground 
water table has receded. Recently, it has dropped at the alarming rate of 25 
feet per annum. The drop in the ground water reservoir has been accompanied 
by a marked deterioration in the quality of water brought to the surface. A 
supplemental water supply at a price the users can afford to pay is essential 
if this important area is to continue as a vital part of California’s economy. 
Immediate authorization of the San Luis unit is the only solution. 

Earlier in this statement I referred to the part San Luis will play in the 
solution of California’s overall water crisis. California faces a truly staggering 
water problem. A few statistics will help explain the situation. California’s 
population in 1940 was approximately 7 million. Today it is twice that figure or 
14 million. Population projection for 1965 place it as 17.8 million. More than 
half the water presently consumptively used in California comes from under- 
ground sources. Today the overdaft of ground water supplies, according to 
bulletin No. 3 of the California Department of Water Resources, amounts to 
4 million acre-feet per year. It is estimated that by 1965 the seasonal net deficit 
could amount to over 10 million acre-feet. One most serious effect of these 
overdrafts is being manifested in the intrusion of sea water into the principal 
aquifers of a number of coastal ground water basins. Last May, the State 
Department of Water Resources issued a comprehensive report showing that 
California will eventually need some 376 reservoirs which, with related facilities 
such as aqueduct systems, etc., will require an estimated outlay of $11,800 million. 
With the tremendous sums that are needed for schools, hospitals, highways, 
California cannot possibly do the job alone. It will continue to need the help 
of the Federal Government. The passage of H. R. 6035 will give a great impetus 
to the State’s own program. 

Factors which contribute greatly to the California water problem are the 
geographic maldistribution of its water resources and its seasonal imbalances. 
The northern portion of the State has a surplus of water while the central and 
southern areas have a deficiency. Coupled with this is the fact that our stream- 
flows follow the snow thaws and rains which occur in the winter and early 
spring months, while the summers are dry. These factors plus periodic droughts 
make large storage reservoirs a necessity. 

The Fedéral, State, and other officials who drafted H. R. 6035 realized that 
the San Luis project can be of great assistance to the State of California in 
its plans to transport northern water into the areas of deficiency. Accordingly, 
it was so prepared as to coordinate the works with the plans of the State for 
that purpose. It specifically permits the project facilities to be designed and 
constructed so that they may be integrated into and made a part of the State’s 
overall plan. I am convinced that San Luis authorized in accordance with the 
provisions of H. R. 6035 will not only take care of a critical water problem in 
the San Luis service area, but will also provide an important link in the State’s 
solution of its overall water problem. For these reasons, I urge favorable action 
on the measure by your committee. 
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Mr. AsprnaLu. Unless there is objection, the gentleman from 
California, Mr. Hagen, will be permitted to place his statement with 
regard to this legislation in the record at this point. 

Hearing no objection, it is so ordered. 

(The document follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. HARLAN HAGEN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I will supplement my brief 
oral remarks with respect to the San Luis project with an equally brief written 
statement, 

I have introduced H. R. 9969 which would authorize the San Luis project as 
a reclamation project which would depend for initiation and completion on State 
of California participation in some of its major physical features on the basis 
of mutually satisfactory agreement between the State of California and the 
Secretary of the Interior. 

The State would build and operate the main dam on San Luis Creek, its forebay 
and afterbay, and the main line canal diverting water south from the storage 
area. These features would be of a capacity large enough to serve the needs 
of both the State Feather River project and the Federal San Luis project even 
at moments of the greatest simultaneous use. 

Federal contributions to the capital cost of these works would be limited to 
that amount mutually agreed to be attributable to storage and delivery of San 
Luis waters. Federal contribution to operation and maintenance would be on 
the same basis. 

Obviously, the Federal Government would have complete control of federally 
produced waters even though ownership of the storage structures and egress 
eanal and jurisdiction of overall operation were in the State. 

An obvious advantage over the Sisk bill of the plan of construction and opera- 
tion contemplated by my bill is the greater emphasis on cooperative use of facil- 
ities whereby at times, by agreement, State facilities could be used for Federal 
purposes and vice versa, subject only to a use charge and the condition that 
momentarily such features were not needed for their principal purpose. Such 
mutual exchange of use could occur during the development period of both 
projects and after both projects become operational. Even water supplies sur- 
plus to one project or the other at a particular time could be so diverted. 

The prime interest of the San Luis people is the dedication of cheap federally 
initiated power to their project and the dedication of unused capacities of other 
existing Federal facilities for which they will pay no part of retirement of the 
capital cost. Such bargain use will presumably permit receipt by them of lower 
cost water. For such saving they are willing to accept the 160-acre limitation 
even though the bulk of their lands are excess lands. 

The people who oppose the unilateral development of the San Luis project, 
including leaders of my constituency in Kern County, have no quarrel with the 
economic interests of the San Luis people. They do believe, however, that the 
main San Luis site and supporting storage structures are necessary to the State 
Feather River project and will consent to their use by the San Luis project only 
‘on the basis of mutually acceptable combination use. 

There is no rancor in the difference of opinion over the matter of proper 
integration of certain features of the Federal and State projects; however, these 
differences of opinion must be resolved if the San Luis project is ever to become 
more than a Federal authorization. I would say advisedly that any authorization 
which left this committee and became law would be an idle act if it did not have 
statewide California acceptance. There are too many imponderables to say 
otherwise. For example, the State will shortly own all of the San Luis Dam 
sites. I would doubt that the Federal Government has authority to involuntarily 
take State property for reclamation purposes, or assuming such authority, that 
it would exercise it. For example, the final arbiter of surplus-water rights in 
California is a State agency. I am convinced that it would not consent to an 
assignment of water rights which was substantially opposed at the local level. 
I am certain that there are other imponderables of control which currently exist 
in the State and they would not be eliminated by the mere fact of a Federal 
authorization. I am pointing out that there are checkmates existing to unilateral 
progress on a Federal project and that rather than seeming to establish a pro- 
eedure whereby the Bureau of Reclamation could go ahead without formal State 
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agreement, this committee should support a proposal which represented agree- 
ment before the committee of all interested California persons. I feel that the 
proposal I have advanced which, with refinements, could serve as an amend- 
ment to the Sisk bill is that kind of a proposal. I am advised that if it is ac- 
ceptable in its current form to the Bureau of Reclamation or if it could be made 
so acceptable with relatively minor refinements, it is acceptable to everyone who 
has an active interest in this question. 
Respectfully submitted. 


HARLAN HAGEN, M. C, 

Mr. Asprnaui. The first witness to be called this morning is 
Hon. Fred G. Aandahl, Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 

Are you to be acc ‘ompanied by Mr. Bellport ? 

Mr. Aanpanu. I will read my statement but would like to have two 
or three Reclamation people at the table with me, please. 

Mr. Aspinauyi. The request of the Governor will be granted. 

Governor, will you have the gentlemen who accompany you at the 
table give their names, from right to left? 

Mr. Bennett. N. B. Bennett, Chief, Project Development Division, 
Bureau of Reclamation. 

Mr. Betirorr. B. P. Bellport, regional director, Bureau of Recla- 
mation, Sacramento. 

Mr. Heap. Ivan P. Head, regional project development engineer, 
region 2, Sacramento. 

Mr. AsprnaLtL. You may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF HON. FRED G. AANDAHL, ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
OF THE INTERIOR, ACCOMPANIED BY N. B. BENNETT, CHIEF, 
PROJECT DEVELOPMENT DIVISION, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION; 
B. P. BELLPORT, REGIONAL DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF RECLAMA- 
TION, SACRAMENTO; IVAN P. HEAD, REGIONAL PROJECT DE- 
VELOPMENT ENGINEER, REGION II, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, 
SACRAMENTO, CALIF., DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 


Mr. Aanpann, Mr. Chairman, it is a re to appear before 
your committee this morning to discuss the San Luis unit of the 
Central Valley project and the manner in which it fits into the overall 
California water plan for development of the water and land resources 
of that State. I will not attempt a detailed description of the San 
Luis development in my testimony, as a representative of the Bureau 
of Reclamation will follow me with that information. 

On December 17, 1956, Secretary Seaton transmitted to the Congress 
for its information his report on the San Luis unit as an interim re- 
port, in advance of recommendations for legislative action. He stated 
in that report that— 
negotiations with the State of California concerning possible means of integrat- 
ing the San Luis unit with the proposed Feather River project of the State are 
proceeding at the present time and their outcome will be instrumental in shaping 


the recommendations that this Department will make when authorizing legisla- 
tion for the San Luis unit is considered by the Congress. 


Following submission of this report to the Congress, numerous 
meetings were held with State, local, and congressional representatives 
concerning acceptable means of coordinating the proposed San Luis 
and Feather River developments. ‘These meetings disclosed that there 
are no major engineering obstacles to integration as the Bureau and 
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State engineers are in close agreement as to the physical works re- 
quired. "The question of how integration can best be accomplished 
then is one involving policy rather than engineering considerations. 
These also have been fully discussed by interested parties and the 
draft of legislation before you was negotiated by Federal, State, and 
local interests in which responsible officials of the Dep: irtment of the 
Interior participated. Accordingly, on June 28, 1957, this Depart- 
ment reported to you favorably on H. R. 6035. 

The Central Valley project was first authorized by Congress to in- 
clude Shasta and Keswick dams and powerplants, the Delta Cross- 
Channel, Contra Costa Canal, Delta-Mendota Canal and Friant Dam, 
Friant-Kern Canal, and Madera Canal. The project was reauthor- 
ized in 1940 to include distribution systems from the main canals. In 
October 1949, Congress reauthorized the project to include the 
American River features, and in 1950 to add the Sacramento River 
Canals. In 1955 the Trinity River division of the project was reau- 
thorized. 

The next large area with a critical immediate need for additional 
supplemental water supplies lies on the west side of the San Joaquin 
Valley, part of which—the San Luis area—is proposed for develop- 
ment under legislation now before the committee. 

In its relation to the Central Valley project the San Luis unit 
would be a further stage in the process of capturing winter waters 
in northern California and after meeting needs there, transferring 
the surplus to water-short areas to the south. This is the purpose of 
the irrigation features of the Central Valley project as planned by 
State and Federal agencies over the last 35 years. It has been and is 
being planned and constructed in stages to meet the needs of various 
localities as these needs develop, and at the same time, it is being 
designed to fit into plans for future use in other areas. The plans for 
the San Luis unit are an example of the way in which the existing 
project facilities can assist future expansion of the project area. 

In addition to possible changes in the plan to accommodate full 
integration with the Feather River project, the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion contemplates one important change in the plan of development 
and operation of the San Luis unit to take advantage of the offer by 
the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. to exchange energy on a more favorable 
basis than possible under present contracts. Studies show that it 
would be economical to invest additional funds for a forebay to the 
San Luis pumps and for enlargement of the capacity of those pumps 
to permit use of off-peak energy for pumping. This additional cost, 
coupled with the estimated cost of the original report plan indexed to 
present-day construction costs, results in a current estimated cost of 
the San Luis unit of $290,430,000, exclusive of distribution and drain- 
age systems. New payout studies, based on these costs and presently 
estimated costs of the Trinity River division, show that project costs 

can be fully returned during a 50-year repayment period, either under 

all-Federal development. or joint development of the Trinity River 
division, with surplus revenues in amounts of $67,195,000 under all- 
Federal development of the Trinity River Selena and $207,124,000 
under joint development of that division. The distribution and drain- 
age system costs are now estimated to be $192,650,000. These costs 
would be repaid by the local districts under separate contracts if 
constructed by the United States. 
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Addition of the San Luis unit to the Central Valley project will, 
of course, have an impact on our ability to provide electric power 
to preference agencies fies the Central Valley project. If the Trinity 
power facilities are constructed by the Federal ene mathe the ability 
to serve preference agencies decreases from 650,000 kilowatts to 470,- 
000 kilowatts. Ifthe Trinity plants are constructed by Pacific Gas & 
Electric Co., the ability to serve preference agencies would drop from 
400,000 kilowatts to approximately 290,000 kilowatts, the amount 
required to serve only the Sacramento Municipal Utility District and 
other minor contracts. The ability to serve preference customers in 
the amounts indicated above is dependent upon the exchange of off- 
peak energy for project pumping purposes as contained in the offer 
of the Pacific Gas & Electric Co, to purchase Trinity falling water. 
These decreases in service to preference agencies were, of course, taken 
into consideration in the payout demonstrations previously mentioned. 
Under either circumstance of Trinity power development we support 
approval of the San Luis unit and leave selection between the alterna- 
tives for power production to the hearings on Trinity River division 
legislation and subsequent action by the Congress. 

Much of the service area of the San Luis unit is now in large 
ownerships. Westlands Water District, which includes two-thirds of 
the entire San Luis water area, is mindful of the provisions of reclama- 
tion law with regard to acreage limitations in single ownerships. 
Members of that district, in appearing before your committee in May 
of 1956, indicated their willingness to comply with those provisions 
of reclamation law. However, the Southern Pacific Railroad Co. 
which owns approximately 120,000 acres of land in the service area, 
65,000 of which are in the Westlands district, informed the Bureau 
of Reclamation by letter of October 1, 1956, that it was not prepared 
to commit these lands for sale under the usual Bureau of Reclamation 
recordable contract. 

The company further stated that it neither sought nor expected 
any Federal subsidy in the form of 40-year interest-free money, but 
was willing to pay its fair share of the irrigation benefits provided 
the capital and operating costs are such that the land and crops can 
afford to do so. The legislation which we recommend be enacted 
requires compliance with the land limitation provisions of reclama- 
tion law. 

In the Department’s report on H. R. 6035, we called attention to 
the requirement in section 1 providing that construction of the San 
Luis unit shall not be commenced until the Secretary has secured, or 
has satisfactory assurances of his ability to secure, all rights to the 
use of water which are necessary to carry out the purpose of the unit 
and the terms and conditions of the act. In view of the uncertainties 
created by recent decisions of the California Supreme Court, I wish 
to reiterate our opinion as to the desirability and wisdom of this 
provision. 

H. R. 6035, in section 3, sets forth several provisions and principles 
to guide preparation of an agreement between the United States and 
the State of California for coordinated operation and joint use of the 
facilities of the San Luis unit. In many respects these provisions and 
principles contain the heart of the proposal for joint development. 
Among other things they contain safeguards to assure operation of 
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the San Luis unit as planned, to thus protect the Federal investment 
during the repayment period. We regard such provisions as of basic 
eee ince to Federal participation in any joint development of the 

San Luis unit. 

H. R. 6035 was drafted to reflect carefully worked out agreements 
between Federal, State, and local interests on an acceptable form of a 
coordinated San Luis unit development. Further discussions by 
these interests during the past 2 days indicate that refinements of, or 
alternatives to H. R. 6035, will be presented to your committee during 
this hearing. Although we believe H. R. 6035 presents a satisf: actory 
framework for Federal participation in joint development of the San 
Luis unit we will, of course, be glad to consider fully any new refine- 
ments or suggested means to acc omplish joint developments. 

Mr. Asrrnautt. As I understand it, that completes your formal state- 
ment, Governor Aandahl, is that correct ? 

Mr. Aanpanwu. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Asprnauu. Inasmuch as we have had a hearing on the physical 
features of the oe t and many of us have traveled over the area 
concerned, I do not believe that we shall ask, unless there is a request, 
for a statement of the physical area and of the facilities involved from 
the Department at this time but we shall proceed to questioning and, 
as the questions may arise in those particulars, we will have members 
of the staff answer them. 

Is there any objection ? 

As I understand your statement, Governor Aandahl, it is to the 
effect that this project is feasible and the Department recommends it 
regardless of what the outcome may be on the question of sale of fall- 
ing water at the Trinity Dam; is that correct ? 

Mr. Aanpanu. That is correct. 

Mr. Asprnatn. That is true although the Department has given its 
approval to that legislation which w ould provide for the sale of falling 
water rather than construction of those facilities by the Federal Gov- 
ernment ? 

Mr. AAnpAuL. That is correct. 

Mr. Asprnauu. I have one other question before we go further. As 

I understand your position, it is to the effect that the Gan Luis project 
is feasible whether or not the land owned by the Southern Pacific 
Railroad Co. should become a part of the project; is that correct ? 

Mr. Aanpau. No, not whether or not they become a part of the 
project. I think their inclusion is quite important to the feasibility 
of the project. 

Mr. Asprnaty. The Chair calls upon his colleague, Mr. Engle. 

Mr. Eneuer. Relative to that last question, I observe you state that 
the Southern Pacific has refused to go along with an acreage limita. 
tion; is that correct? 

Mr. Aanpant. Yes. 

Mr. Enete. Do you have a communication to that effect ? 

Mr. AAnpAauu. Yes, we have. 

Mr. Enair. Would you make that a part of the record, please ? 

Mr. AAnpaut. We would be glad to. 

Mr. Asprnauu. Unless there is an objection, it is so ordered. 

Hearing none, it is so ordered. 
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(The document follows :) 

SOUTHERN Pactric Co. 
San Francisco, Calif., October 1, 1956. 

GENTLEMEN: The subject of this letter is future irrigation water development 
in the San Joaquin Valley and, in particular, the Feather River project and the 
proposed San Luis unit of the Central Valley project as they would affect our 
landholdings. 

Southern Pacific Co. owns about 65,000 acres within Westlands Water Dis- 
trict in Fresno and Kings Counties, and an additional 55,000 acres outside 
of (westerly and above) said district but within the so-called San Luis service 
area. The company also owns about 30,000 acres in southern Kings and Kern 
Counties which might be served by the Feather River project. 

These lands are not being offered for sale, but are being held for long-range 
management purposes. Nearly all of the land is under agricultural develop- 
ment leases varying in size from less than 1 section to about 30,000 acres. 

Southern Pacific Co. is not prepared to commit these lands for sale under 
the usual Bureau of Reclamation type recordable contract. We favor State 
or local development and control of water resources but welcome Federal aid 
provided the conditions thereof are reasonable and bearable. Further, we 
neither seek nor expect any Federal subsidy in the form of 40-year interest- 
free money, but are willing to pay our fair share of the irrigation benefits 
provided the capital and operating costs are such that the land and crops can 
afford same. 

Southern Pacific Co. is concerned over the present stalemate on west side 
water development. We hereby ask the State department of water resources 
and the United States Bureau of Reclamation, either separately or jointly, 
to advise us ef the contemplated cost of irrigation water to Southern Pacific Co. 
in the San Luis service area. Presume that either a lump-sum payment or some 
arrangement for payment of interest costs on properties in excess of 160 acres 
would be considered in a 100-percent Federal project. 

We would like to have the study show the tentative water cost and possible 
restrictions under the three main proposals : 

1. State-owned, constructed and operated Feather River project. 

2. Federal San Luis unit as part of Central Valley project. 

3. The most acceptable form of compromise or joint effort of the above, as 
currently under study by Federal and State agencies. 

Your consideration of this request will be very much appreciated. 

Yours very truly, 
L. FRANDSEN. 

Mr. Enate. Referring to page 4 of your statement, Governor, I 
observe the statement in the second paragraph : 

Studies show that it would be economical to invest additional funds for a 
forebay to the San Luis pumps and for enlargement of the capacity of those 
pumps to permit use of offpeak energy for pumping. 

Do you have such studies? 

Mr. Aanpauu. Yes, we have those studies and, if you would like 
them, I would ask the regional director or his assistant to give you 
the detailed information on them. 

Mr. Encte. I do not want the details. I want the study. And if 
studies are available, will you submit them to the committee staff / 
[ suppose they are probably quite voluminous and I would not sug- 
gest they go in the record, but I would like to see those studies. Are 
those available here in Washington ? 

Mr. Heap. I believe so, Congressman. 

Mr. Eneur. Do they demonstrate the economic feasibility of a 
forebay and offpeak power? 

Mr. Heap. They demonstrate the economic feasibility of a forebay 
to the San Luis pumps and the extra capacity in those San Luis 
pumps to take advantage of offpeak energy exchange. 

Mr. Enete. Do the studies indicate also a firm arrangement of 
some type for offpeak energy ¢ 
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Mr. Heap. The studies assume an arrangement for offpeak energy 
as contained in the company’s offer for joint development of the Trin- 
ity division. 

Mr. Enave. Do you have that offer in writing? 

Mr. Heap. As part of the company’s offer on joint development of 
the Trinity River division. 


Mr. Enere. But has that ever been spelled out in a specific docu- 
ment or offer? 

Mr. Heap. Yes, it is contained as part of the company’s offer in 
the proposed amendment No. 4 to the sales and interchange contract. 


Mr. Eneote. [I am familiar with that, but I mean in specific terms. 
Is that all there is? 


Mr. Heap. That is all there is, yes, sir. 

Mr. Enaie. May we, Mr. Chairman, have a copy of the studies that 
show that it is economical to invest additional funds for a forebay to 
San Luis pumps and increase the capacity of those pumps to accom- 
modate the use of offpeak energy ? 

Mr. Asprnaut. As I understand, Mr. Secretary, those are avail- 
able here in Washington, is that right? 

Mr. Aanpani. There was apparently some question in the reply 
that Mr. Head gave. 

Mr. Heap. My response was: I believe so. 

Mr. Asprnatu. If they are not available in Washington, 
get them? 

Mr. Aanpant. If they 
eadily. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Unless there is objection, the 1 
and request is made of the Department to that effect. 

Mr. Enete. One other question: May we also have any supporting 
document or communication by the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. which 


would support the availability of offpeak power for that purpose 
Mr. Aanpanu. Yes. 


Mr. Enoie. Thank you very much. 
(Committee note: The following communication pertaining to the 
availability of offpeak power was subsequently received and is in- 


serted at this point pursuant to the unanimous consent request of Mr. 
Utt. See p. 189.) 


can you 


are not available, we can get them quite 


request is granted, 


Pactric GAS & ELEctTrRIC Co., 


San Francisco 6, Calif., January 16, 1958. 
Hon. CLAIR ENGLE, 


Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives, House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN ENGLE: We have been informed that the House Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs has under consideration several bills to authorize 
the joint construction and operation of the San Luis project in California by 
the Department of the Interior and the State. 

Pacific Gas & Electric Co. believes that early construction of this project is 


essential to the conservation and development of the water resources of 
California. 

Whether the San Luis project is constructed by the Federal Government or 
the State or by both, our company has offered to furnish energy to the San Luis 
pumps at minimum cost to the project, thus enhancing its financial feasibility. 

The pumping plants of the Central Valley project have first call on power 
developed at project plants. If San Luis is constructed and operated as part 
of the Central Valley project, there will be an ample supply of energy from 
existing project hydroelectric plants to meet the ultimate annual requirements 
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of the San Luis pumps, which will be about 750 million kilowatt-hours. The 
average annual output of existing project plants is about 2% billion kilowatt- 
hours. Existing pumps even at ultimate operation will require only about 400 
million kilowatt-hours, leaving a balance, on the average, of 2 billion kilowatt- 
hours, or nearly 3 times the amount required by the San Luis pumps at full 
operation. 

As you know, power generated as a byproduct on multi-purpose projects 
designed for flood control, irrigation, and water supply is not always produced 
at the time nor in the quantity required to fit power needs, because water re- 
leases for these other purposes have priority over the generation of power. The 
Central Valley project produces large amounts of energy in the summer months 
when large water releases must be made for irrigation. Except in wet years, 
the project produces relatively small amounts of energy during the winter months 
when water is being conserved in project reservoirs. The months of low pro- 
ject energy production are the very months when San Luis pumping require- 
ments are high, because that is the time when waste water in the Sacramento- 
San Joaquin River Delta must be diverted and pumped to storage in the San 
Luis Reservoir. 

We are willing and able to provide energy from our widespread regional 
system to meet the requirements of the San Luis and other project pumps when- 
ever, as a result of long term commercial power commitments or other conditions, 
there is insufficient project power to meet such requirements. 

We agree to furnish off-peak energy from our system for project pumping and, 
in exchange, take an equal amount of project power when it becomes available. 
This will conserve water for irrigation and increase project power revenues, 
The Acting Commissioner of Reclamation in a letter dated July 12, 1957, to 
Congressman Harlan Hagen, declared that such an exchange of energy, “would 
permit better coordinated use of Central Valley project power and greater returns 
from power sales to offset the additional construction costs.” Assistant Secre- 
tary Aandahl and Regional Director Bellport testified to the same effect before 
your subcommittee at the current hearing. 

In any year when there is insufficient project power to meet pumping re- 
quirements under the exchange arrangement, we are willing, as part of our 
Trinity partnership proposal, to sell off-peak energy for project pumping at our 
incremental cost. Moreover, we guarantee that the charge for such energy 
would in no event be greater than the amount per kilowatt-hour which we would 
pay the Government for the use of Trinity falling water. Power produced from 
Federal plants on Trinity would cost the Government substantially more. 

Whether the Trinity plants are constructed by the company or the Federal 
Government, energy for the San Luis pumps may be allocated at the Bureau's 
customary 214-mill pumping rate. The cost to the Government under the com- 
pany’s proposal would be less than under all-Federal Trinity construction. 

We also offer to make our facilities available for transmission of power from 
Tracy to all project pumps. We guarantee that the cost to the Government for 
this service would be less than it would be if the Federal Government were to 
construct the transmission lines. This also would save the Federal Government 
a capital outlay of about $10,750,000. 

An amendment to our wheeling contract to cover this service has been sub- 
mitted to your committee as part of the Trinity joint development proposal 
contained in House Document No. 94, part II, 85th Congress, 1st session. 

We have made a similar offer to the State of California in connection with 
its Feather River project to supply low-cost off-peak energy for project pumping. 
The State engineer declared that our offer would provide a substantial net gain 
to the project. 

Under our proposal, the San Luis pumps will be assured of an ample power 
supply at minimum cost. These benefits are available whether San Luis is built 
and operated jointly by the Federal Government and the State or separately 
by either agency. 

Very truly yours, 


Rosert H. GERDES. 


Mr. Asprnatu. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Nebraska, 
Dr. Miller. 

Dr. Mitier. I think I will reserve my time. 

Mr. Asprnati. The gentleman reserves his time. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from New York, Mr. O’Brien, 

Mr. O’Brten. I have no questions, Mr. Chairman. 
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Mr. Asprnauu. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Utah, Mr. 
Dawson. 


Mr. Dawson. No questions. 

Mr. Asprnaty. The Chair recognizes the gentlelady from Idaho, 
Mrs. Pfost. 

Mrs. Prosr. No questions. 

Mr. Asprnaty. The gentleman from California, Mr. Hosmer. 

Mr. Hosmer. Mr. Aandahl, I think you are familiar, of course, with 
the bill that you have just talked about which is the Sisk bill, and 
you are also familiar with my bill, are you not? 

Mr. Aanpant. Yes. 

Mr. Hosmer. And, in general, the Sisk bill seeks to have the project 
built as a Federal project, and the Hosmer bill seeks to have it built 
as a State project with the assistance of a Federal loan. 

Mr. Aanpant. Yes. 

Mr. Hosmer. Each of the approaches seeks a degree of integration 
between the reclamation phases that pertain ordinarily to reclama- 
tion and the State’s general water plan, is that right? 

Mr. AAnpDAHL. Yes. 

Mr. Hosmer. Now, the State of California has developed a state- 
wide water plan which involves the control of excess waters in the 
north during the flood periods and also the transportation of water 
from the north to the southern part of the State and the central part 
of the State to relieve drought conditions in the latter two, is that 
correct ¢ : 

Mr. AANDAHL, Yes. 

Mr. Hosmer. And is it also correct that the Feather River plan of 
the State of California is part of the statewide California water plan? 

Mr. Aanpaunt. I think that is correct; yes. 

Mr. Hosmer. And that the San Luis unit is a vital unit to the 
Feather River plan? 

Mr. Aanpauu. Excess capacity in the San Luis unit is important to 
the Feather River plan. 

Mr. Hosmer. In that it would be a geographical location through 
which water might pass from north to south ? 

Mr. Aanpanu. That is correct. 

Mr. Hosmer. And due to the peculiarities of California geography 
it is practically the only location through which that water could 
feasibly and economically pass? 

Mr. Aanpaunt, I am not prepared to comment on that. 

Mr. Hosmer. Thank you. Are you also aware that within the State 
of California there has been considerable controversy as to whether 
this particular San Luis unit should be built and owned by the Fed- 
eral Government or by the State itself? 

Mr. Aanpaut. I am aware of that. 

Mr. Hosmer. And are you aware of an organization known as the 
Southern California Water Coordinating Conference ? 

Mr. Aanpau. Only ina very general way. 

Mr. Hosmer. It is an organization of 35 water distributing agen- 
cies of southern California. 

Are you familiar with the statement of principles that was issued 
by the Water Coordinating Conference ? 

Mr. Aanpanw. I do not have it in mind, Mr. Congressman. 

20421584 
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Mr. Hosmer. The principles did include a recommendation of State 
building and operation of the San Luis unit. 

Are you familiar with the so-called Kern County concept ? 

Mr. Aanpaut. Our staff people are familiar with it. 

Mr. Hosmer. Is Mr. Bennett familiar with it ? 

Mr. AanpDAHL. Yes. 

Mr. Hosmer. You have, Mr. Bennett, have you not, talked with a 
number of people from C alifornia regarding this concept 

Mr. Bennetr. We have had meetings over the last 2 days on that 
concept. 

Mr. Hosmer. You understand what it is? 

Mr. Bennett. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hosmer. Is it not a concept whereby roughly the plan would 
be for the State to build and operate the reservoir under one project 
and integrated therewith would be a Federal San Luis project serving 
the local area in mid-Central V alley, Calif. ? 

Mr. Bennett. Yes; that is about it. 

Mr. Hosmer. So it would, in effect, if agreed to by both sides, those 
supporting this bill and those supporting , the Hosmer bill, be a solu- 
tion to this problem, is that correct ? 

Mr. Bennett. In terms of general principles, yes; that is correct. 

Mr. Hosmer. Are you prepared to comment at this or a later time 
on this concept which I understand is embodied in the bill intro- 
duced by Mr. Hagen yesterday, H. R. 9969? 

Mr. Bennerr. If you desire, I could comment at this time. 

Mr. Hosmer. Would you do so? 

Mr. Bennerr. Yes, sir. We have had discussions over the past 

2 days with a considerable sized group representing various interests 
in California, relating spec ifice ally to this draft of proposed legisla- 
tion known as the Kern C ounty concept. That concept is basic: ally a 
joint development of the San Luis unit and the State Feather River 
plan. 

It differs from the Sisk bill in concept in that the State would 
construct with its own funds more of the works than would be done 
under the Sisk bill. That is the basic difference in concept. 

Roughly, under the Kern County concept, the State would build all 
of the supply works in general, w ith the Federal Government building 
what amounts princ ipally to the distribution works for the San Luis 
unit, with some supply works involved. 

With that general principle, we do not disagree. It actually fits 
perhaps closer to the general concept of partnership proposals than 
does the Sisk bill. 

However, we do believe that within that concept there yet remains 
to be worked out closer coordination between ourselves and the State 
people. 

In our discussions yesterday, I gained the distinct impression that 
we are not apart at all in what we are trying to accomplish. There 
remains some drafting of language to express more fully those prin- 
ciples on which we feel we are agr eed. 

Mr. Hosmer. In other words, you do not feel there are any insur- 
mountable obstacles to closer coordination between yourselves and the 
State people in this connection ? 
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Mr. Bennett. At this stage, I think that is a fair statement. Now, 
whether we actually understand each other on these principles re- 
mains to be seen when we try to put them into language. 

Mr. Asprnatu. If my colleague will yield to the chairman at that 
point. You understand there is agreement of all parties in the State 
of California at this time to that? 

Mr. Bennett. I do not want to give you a categorical “yes” to 
that, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. AsprnaLy. I want to know just how far this little discussion 
between Mr. Houmer and yourself can be relied upon by this com- 
mittee, because it is the policy of this committee not to make de- 
cisions on intrastate matters, and the committee should be advised 
of that situation before we proceed too far. 

Mr. Bennetr. We recognize, Mr. Chairman, that there are some 
points involved in this concept in which there are questions in the 
minds of ourselves and questions in the minds of some of the State 
interests. 

I think I stated a minute ago that in my own belief we are gener- 
ally together in matters of principle. 

Now, if we can express those principles in a way to which all of 
the interests within California and within Interior Department agree, 
then we are together. 

Mr. Aspinau. That is the statement I wanted. In other words, 
the Department of Interior, the Bureau of Reclamation, is not going 
to make any determination until they are satisfied within themselves 
that the people in California and the interests in California have 
been taken care of and they are in agreement themselves? 

Mr. Bennett. That is correct. 

Mr. Asprnaty. Thank you very much, Mr. Hosmer. 

Mr. Sisk. Would the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Hosmer. Just a moment. Do you understand that the South- 
ern California Coordinating Conference is in agreement with the 
Kern concept ? 

Mr. Bennett. My impression of the meeting yesterday again is a 
qualified yes, subject to our ability to express the principles that 
we tried to state yesterday in writing. 

The point I am trying to make: We can sit in a meeting of that 
kind where there were some 30 or 35 of us. We think we are » together 
in words, perhaps we are not. I think we have to discuss it some 
more between ourselves before we are positive. But I did gain a 
distinct impression that if we can write down principles on “about 
two points to which we can agree, then we are in good shape. 

Mr. Hosmer. I would like to advise you at this time, too, that the 
metropolitan water district, which serves some six and one-half mil- 
lion population, yesterday by action of its board of directors, approved 
the Hosmer bill and the Kern County concept insofar as it is not in- 
consistent therewith. 

I yield now to the gentleman from California, Mr. Sisk. 

Mr. Sisk. I appreciate the gentleman yielding because I want to 
make this statement with reference to the question by the chairman 
as to agreement on behalf of the people in central California and the 
people which I represent. 

We have made this statement and I think it is well to put it in the 
record here: that we would agree to any amendments to 6035 which are 
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included in the Kern County concept, and other suggested amendments 
which will be offered by the Governor and so on, that meet the ap- 
proval of the Department of Interior and, of course, of this committee 
certainly, and at the same time will, in‘its essential details, deliver to 
us the water in our area at a price our farmers can afford to pay. 

And to that extent, we feel major steps have been made in agreement 
and we are willing to go along with these more recent proposals, and 
I do think, Mr. Chairman, there has been definite forward steps made 
in that agreement. 

I did want to make that clear. We are willing to accept the amend- 
ments as may be proposed provided they meet with the Department of 
Interior’s approval and the Federal Government can live with it and 
that is acceptable to this committee. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Hosmer. I am happy to hear the gentleman make that. state- 
ment because essential agreement within the State, I think we both 
realize, is vitally necessary to the future water needs of California 
and certainly the necessity for getting started, both for your people 
and the people of California, statewide. 

Dr. Mi ILLER. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Hosmer. Yes. 

Dr. Mriiter. Apparently the people of California have been in 
Washington trying to work out some new agreement. Do I under- 
stand the concept of the new agreement leans heavily to State con- 
struction ? 

Can we get those details some time to fit into the testimony ? 

Mr. Hosmer. I think the later witnesses will go into detail, Dr. 
Miller. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. Aanpaunt, In this connection, Mr. Chairman, I might comment 
that the last paragraph of my statement was intended to recognize 
this possibility we have been talking about, and the Department will 
be glad to support anything that can be worked out that is reasonably 
satisfactory. 

Mr. Asprnatt. It may be necessary, Governor Aandahl, after we 
have heard the proposals made by representatives of the State we 
would ask some representative from your department to the stand to 
see whether or not the department is willing to accept the responsi- 
bility for changing this policy in relation to State construction of 
projects in which the Federal Government itself is interested. That 
may be a new departure from anything we have had, and if it is, we 
most certainly shall want the department’s position on the matter. 

Mr, Aanpanu. We will be very glad to appear before the committee 
on such occasion. 

Mr. Asrrnati. Thank you very much. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Florida, Mr. Haley. 

Mr. Hatey. Mr. Aandahl, I note I have before me here a favorable 
recommendation on H. R. 6035 from the department, dated June 28, 
1957. In your testimony this morning, on page 1, you refer to an 
interim report, on December 17, 1956, from the Secretary. Has the 
department’s position in this matter changed any from the report of 
June 28, 1957? 
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Mr. Aanpanu. The report of December 17—or, just a moment. 
Are you asking about the December 17, 1956, interim report, or our 
report on the bill of June 28 ? 

Mr. Hatey. I am asking about the report of June 28, 1957, and I 
am asking you, has the department’s position changed since that time? 

Mr. Aanpaunt. I think that there is no appreciable change in the 
department’s position. There may be some details that have had 
further consideration, as indicated in the last paragraph of my 
statement that I read this morning, indicating a willingness to con- 
sider any revision that might develop as a result of the conference that 
has been under way during the past few days. 

Mr. Hatey. So your position has not substantially changed since 
you rendered the report on June 28, 1957. You are still for the 
project; is that correct? 

Mr. Aanpant. That is correct. 

Mr. Harry. Even in view of later developments, the department 
still recommends construction of this unit; is that correct? 

Mr. Aanpant. That is correct. 

Mr. Hatey. That is all. 

Mr. Asptnatt. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Arizona, 
Mr. Rhodes. 

Mr. Ruopes. Mr. Secretary and Mr. Bennett, as I understand the 
Kern County concept, if the San Luis Reservoir is built the State of 
California would build the reservoir and presumably would contro] 
the distribution of water from the reservoir; is that not correct? 

Mr. Aanpant. I have not had an opportunity to check this proposal 
very carefully. From the discussion this morning, that seems to be 
correct. 

Mr. Bennett. If I may add 

Mr. Ruopgs. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. Such a control, of course, is control in the sense they 
would probably be the operating agency opening and shutting the 
ralves and so forth, but it would have to be done under agreement, 
such that there was assurance that water belonging to or going to the 
San Luis unit would be in its fair share. 

Mr. Ruopes. That would be done by contract ? 

Mr. Benner. That would have to be done by contract. 

Mr. Ruopes. The thing I was worried about, of course, is that por- 
tion of California law which sets up priorities, as to use, providing 
that the first priority, if I recall, is for domestic use and then going 
on down through industrial, irrigation, et cetera. The San Luis 
project, if constructed, would be an irrigation use and therefore would 
not have the proper priority under California law. Therefore, any 
agreement which the Department might make along those lines would 
have to fly in the face of the presently existing concept of California 
priorities as to distribution of water. 

Mr. Bennerr. Not necessarily. Both the Kern County concept 
draft of the bill and the Sisk bill provide, in section 1, that we would 
not go to construction until the question of water rights had been 
settled. 

Now, the settlement of the water right question should, by itself, 
show how much of that water was for municipal purposes and how 
much was for irrigation purposes, 
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The thing we would have to assure ourselves of is that, given that 
decision by the State, there will remain enough water to “make the 
irrigation part still feasible. 

Mr. Ruopes. Can you tell me how large the forebays would be as 
contemplated by the revision in the plan. 

Mr. Bennett. I think Mr. Head can do that. 

Mr. Heap. These forebays might range from 14,000 up to maybe 
20,000 depending on the type of coordination with the Feather River 
project and the San Luis unit. 

Mr. Ruopes. You are speaking of acre-feet ¢ 

Mr. Heap. Yes. Pardon me. 

Mr. Ruopes. Would it be your thought to construct these forebays 
large enough to take a whole day’s run from the canal, or more than 
Lda ay? 

Mr. Heap. It would be more than 1 day. 

Let me put it this way: In operating the San Luis offpeak we 
would run the Tracy pumps, which are at the head of the Delta- 
— Canal, onpeak to satisfy the irrigation demands along the 

‘anal. The excess capacity of the canal would be used to ¢ arry water 
re be pumped into the forebay onpeak and then pumped from the 
forebay into S: _ Luis Reservoir on an offpeak basis. 

Mr. Ruopes. I did not understand that the Delta-Mendota Canal 
would be used for the San Luis project. Am I wrong? 

There will be an entirely different canal for the San Luis project, 
would there not ? 

Mr. Heap. Let me show you at the map. The operation of the 
San Luis would entail the use of the present Delta-Mendota Canal. 
which starts at our Tracy —— in the Delta, extending about 67 
miles down to what we call the San Luis wasteway. At that point 
we would pump out of the present Delta-Mendota Canal into the San 
Luis Reservoir and release during the irrigation season from the San 
Luis Reservoir to serve the San Luis area. 

The Delta-Mendota Canal is designed to meet a peak requirement 
in July of its service area and meet the exchange contract in the pool. 
That means that in the spring months up to and through June, fall- 
ing off again in August and September, there are capacities available 
in the Delta-Mendota Canal for water to pump into San Luis Reser- 
voir. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Before you go further, will you identify the map 
to which you make reference 4 

Mr. Heap. The map is the entire Central Valley project map 
which includes all of the presently authorized and constructed units 
of the project extending from the Trinity River down to the southern 
tip of the Central Valley. 

Mr. Asprnatt. What is the date? 

Mr. Heap. The date of this map is June 11, 1954, revised December 
30, 1957. 

Mr. AsprnauL. Thank you very much. 

Go ahead, Mr. Rhodes. 

Mr. Ruopes. Does this offpeak capacity of the Delta-Mendota 

Canal represent enough capacity to take care of the proposed Feather 
River project, the needs of the San Luis unit, the needs of the Kern 
County people, and all of the other requirements which we believe 
will be existing as a result of the Feather River project. 








SAN LUIS PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 51 


Mr. Heap. No. The additional capacity will be built by the State. 

There is only enough capacity in the Delta-Mendota Canal together 
with the million acre-feet of stor age in the San Luis Reservoir to serve 
the contemplated San Luis service area. That will pick up the entire 
excess capacity, winter and summer, of theDelta-Mendota Cazial. 

The Feather River project would contemplate a par canal to 
meet the conveyance requirements from the Delta to the San Luis 
Reservoir. 

Mr. Ruopes. So that the canal, which the State would build, would 
then have nothing actually to do with the San Luis project ? 

Mr. Heap. The canal the State would build would have something 
to do with the San Luis proper from this standpoint: It also would 
have off-channel storage in the San Luis Reservoir and use the same 
canal enlarged to convey water on south as used in the San Luis 
weave area 

Mr. Riopes. So connecting with the San Luis Reservoir ? 

Mr. Heap. That is correct. And the forebay and the pumps would 
have to be worked out by agreement as to the e: apacity originally in- 
stalled and provision for future capacity and install: ation of those 
pumps. 

Mr. Ruopes. Would these forebays then be constructed large enough 
initially to take care of the prospective load which would go on 
to this project in the event of the construction of the auxiliary 
canal by the State of California as part of the Feather River project ? 

Mr. Heap. Yes. Under the agreement contained in the Sisk bill 
or the Kern County concept, the State and the Bureau would agree 
on this capacity requirement and split the costs as to use between 
the two. 

Mr. Rnoprs. I have no further questions. 

Mr. Asprnatu. The gentleman from North Carolina, Mr. Shuford. 

Mr. Suurorp. Governor, in your Central Valley project, how many 
units have been authorized for which no appropriations have been 
made as yet / 

Mr. Aanpant. It is my understanding that we have money for all 
of them. 

Mr. Suvrorp. For all of your projects? 

Mr. Aanpanu. Yes. 

Mr. Suvrorp. How many different units are in the Central Valley 
project ? 

Mr. Heap. Would you like me to go to the map and explain that? 

Mr. Suvrorp. Yes. 

Mr. Heap. I will do it in this way. 

The original authorization included Shasta Dam, Keswick Dam, 
powerplant at Shasta and Keswick, the Delta-Mendota Canal, Contra 
Costa Canal, the Friant Dam, Friant-Kern Canal, and Madera Canal. 
That is the original authorization in 1935, amended in 1937 

The next authorization was the American River division authoriza- 
tion which authorized Folsom Dam and Nimbus Dam and the power- 
plant at those two dams, and the Sly Park unit of the American River 
division, consisting of a small reservoir which serves this area. 

The next authorizations, coming about the same time under secre- 
tarial authorization, are the Sacramento Valley Canal unit here and 
the Trinity River division, which was reauthorized in 1955. 
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Mr. Suurorp. How many of the separate units are in the process 
of construction at the present time? 

Mr. Heap. This project, except maybe for cleanup work, is com- 
pleted except for Trinity River division. In that division the main 
dam is under construction—I am wrong—the major dam is under con- 
struction, the major tunnel is under construction, the Sacramento 
Valley Canal is under construction also, the Corning Canal, the small 
canal, is constructed except for facilities to get water into it from 
the river. 

No construction has been initiated on the major canal or on the 
diversion dam. 

Mr. Suurorp, Then you have money for the completion of all of 
those unit projects? 

Mr. Bennett. Wo do not have money for completion, sir, but some 
money at least has been appropriated and we are in the process of 
construction. There are alan remaining to be appropriated. 

Mr. Asprnauu. If the gentleman will yield to me? 

Mr. Suurorp. Glad to yield. 

Mr. Asprnauu. It is a fact that this fiseal 1959 budget left out 
requests for funds for quite a good bit of this authorization that has 
been made just recently, such as the Sacramento Canal; is that not 
right? 

Mr. Bennett. That is correct. 

Mr. Aanpanu. May I add, Mr. Chairman, in the case of Sacramento 
Canal there is some question about the repayment contracts which 
are required preliminary to construction. 

Mr. Asprnatu. We will not go into that at this time but the fact 
of the case is that money was requested, and perhaps the department 
favored it. I cannot say for sure, and it is not in the budget. 

I just wish the gentleman to know there are a lot of authorized 
projects for which moneys have not been granted. 

Mr. Suurorp. May I ask the gentleman, that is in the Central Val- 
ley project? 

Mr. Asprnatu. Some in this also. 

Mr. Suvrorp. I think that answers my question. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. AsprnaLu. The gentleman from Colorado, Mr. Chenoweth. 

Mr. CueNnowetH. Does the 160-acre limitation apply to this proj- 
ect ? 

Mr. AanpAnt. The bill that has been recommended by the Depart- 
ment of the Interior would involve the standard acreage-limitation 
provisions. 

Mr. CuenowetH. There has been some opposition to that provision, 
has there not? I think your statement indicated such opposition. 

Mr. AAnpDAHL. The statement I read made reference to the posi- 
tion taken by Southern Pacific Railroad. 

Mr. CuenowetHu. What would be the impact of the Southern 
Pacific Railroad refusing to comply with this provision as far as this 
project is concerned ? 

Mr. AanpAnt. I earlier made a comment that the area in which 
the Southern Pacific has its holdings is quite an important factor in 
feasibility of the project. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. What would happen if Southern Pacific does 
not want to come in the project ? 
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Mr. AANDAHL. I do not think we should go too far into that ques- 
tion atthe moment. That would have to be worked out. 

Mr. Cuenoweru. Is this a new development as far as Southern 
Pacific is concerned ? 

Mr. Aanpaut. No. Much of that land is being irrigated by pump 
irrigation. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. Is the attitude of the Southern Pacific, in refus- 
ing to accept limitation, a new development that just came up 
recently? I had not heard of it before. 

Mr. Aanpaut. I think 1956 was the first occasion of their expres- 
sion on it in writing. 

Mr. Cuenoweru. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Asprnatt. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia, Mr. Sisk. 

Mr. Sisk. Mr. Chairman, I would like to reserve my time. 

Mr. Asprnatu. The gentleman from Nebraska, Mr. Weaver. 

Mr. Weaver. Mr. Bennett, I noticed in the letter from the De- 
partment of 1957, at the bottom you state that the studies show the 
project to be economically feasible and has a favorable benefit-cost 

ratio. 

Can you give me a little more specific information as to what that 
benefit-cost ratio might be ? 

Mr. Benner. Yes, sir. We have just recently computed that on 
the basis of the present-day costs and on our usual method of total 
benefits over a 100-year period, it is 2.41, I believe, to1. It would, of 
course, be less than that on a direct- benefit- only basis or on a. 50- year 
basis. 

Mr. Asprnaty. The gentleman from Arizona, Mr. Udall. 

Mr. Upatx. No questions. 

Mr. Asprnatu. The delegate from Hawaii, Mr. Burns. 

Mr. Burns. No questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Pardon me, Mr. Christopher. 

Mr. Curistorner. No questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Dr. Mrtier. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask 1 or 2 questions. 

Mr. Asprnatu. The gentleman from Nebraska. 

Dr. Miter. I was interested, Mr. Secretary, in the statement on 
page 5, relative to the costs of the project in connection with the 
Trinity River development as to whether it would be under all Fed- 
eral development or under some kind of a joint ee ete 

Would you go over those figures again het help clarify my think- 
ing and perhaps that of other members as to what the difference 
might be in the cost and why that difference ? 

Mr. Aanpaut. You mean the reference to $67 million and $207 
million ¢ 

Dr. Miter. Yes. 

Mr. Aanpaunt. I believe I will ask Mr. Head to give you the detail 
of what is involved in that. 

Mr. Heap. The $67 million applies to payout demonstration under 
an all federally constructed Trinity River division. That would be 
the surpluses over and above the payment of the total Central Valley 


project at the end of the 50-year period after San Luis went into 
operation, 
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The other figure is the surplus that would be obtained under joint 
development of the Trinity River division over that same per iod of 
time. 

Dr. Miter. The difference there is about $140 million ? 

Mr. Heap. That is correct. 

Dr. Mrtter. Does that consider interest also ? 

Mr. Heap. That includes repayment of the interest-bearing fac re 
ties, power facilities, those costs allocated to power being repaid at : 
percent interest. 

Dr. Mitter. And the amount of power—these all deal with the 
generation of electricity, these figures you are giving. How is it al- 
located with reference to the preference e customers 4 

I am not sure I understand the Secretary's statement on that phase 
of it. 

Mr. Aanpauu. That is on the following page, I believe. 

Mr. Heap. Mr. Congressman, are you referring to the statements 
on the following page with regard to preference customers ? 

Dr. Miuter. Yes; on the followi ing page. 

Mr. Heap. Yes. Those differences come about under an all-Federal 
project. If we did not build a San Luis unit, we would be able to serve 
the preference agency load of 650,000 kilowatts; when we add San 
Luis unit to it, we take a large block of energy away from our com- 
mercial side and put it over on the irrigation side. That causes a re- 
duction to 470,000 kilowatts that we can serve to preference cus- 
tomers. 

Dr. Mititer. What general rate do you use in figuring this cost ? 

Mr. Heap. These payout studies are based on an average firm power 
rate for all the Central Valley project service of 4.6 mills. 

Dr. Mitter. There is no dump power, is there? 

Mr. Heap. The dump power is sold by contract to the Pacific Gas 
& Electric Co. 

Dr. Mitter. At what rate is it sold ? 

Mr. Heap. I am not able to answer that question. It is a com- 
plicated rate schedule. 

Dr. Mirier. Do you know what the average rate might be? 

Mr. Heap. I can not answer that question. May we supply that for 
the record, sir? 

Dr. Minter. I would like to have it supplied and then I would like 
to have supplied, if you know, what percentage of the power will be 
sold under the so-called dump rate power. What percentage is sold as 
firm power and dump rate power. 

Mr. Heap. I do not have those figures with me, Congressman. 

Mr. Asprnatyi. You will be able to submit them ? 

Mr. Heap. Yes, sir. We have them. I do not have them with 
me. 

Mr. Asprnatu. They will be submitted for insertion in the record at 
this point unless there is an objection. 

Hearing none, it is so ordered. 

(The information follows :) 


(1) Average return would be approximately 3 mills per kilowatt-hour. 
(2) About 15 percent of the total energy available for commercial sale would 
fall in a nonfirm category. 
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Dr. Mriier. I have one other question relative to the costs. You 
say, “results in a current estimated cost of the San Luis unit of $290,- 
430,000, exclusive of distribution and drainage systems.” What is the 
cost of the distribution and drainage system ? 

Mr. Aanpant. It is $192 million. It is in the paper a little farther 
on. 

Dr. Mruuer. Yes, I see; $192 million. 

Mr. Aanpann. Yes. 

Dr. Minier. So the actual cost of the entire project would be $480 
million approximately. 

Mr. AAnDAHL. $483,080,000. 

Dr. Mitier. I think that is all. 

Mr. Asprnaun. Are there any further questions ? 

Thank you very much. 

As I understand it, Mr. Bellport, you have a statement which you 
have ready for eo ition to the committee. Is that correct ? 

Mr. Betvporr. I do, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. AsprInaLi. You may proceed. 

Mr. Betirorr. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee: I 
will discuss the San Luis unit and the way in which it fits into the 
Central Valley project and the California water plan. My statement 
will supplement and bring up to date the engineering information 
contained in Secretary Seaton’s interim report to the Congress of 
December 17, 1956. As I go through the details you may find it help- 
ful to refer to the illustrations attached to each copy of my statement. 

As Mr. Aandahl pointed out, the basic purpose of the unit is to 
transfer surplus wintertime water now wasting into the ocean 
through the Golden Gate and regulate it to make it usable in water 
deficient areas to the south. This is the same basic principle upon 
which the present works of the Central Valley project are now operat- 
ing, and would continue to operate in coordination with the San Luis 
unit. 

The San Luis unit is situated on the west side of the San Joaquin 
Valley about 150 miles southeast of San Francisco and about 30 miles 
southwest of Fresno (chart 1). Lands to be irrigated lie between 
elevations of about 200 and 500 feet above sea level on a broad, gently 
sloping plain extending eastward from the coast range. The area 
forms a strip about 65 miles long and 13 miles wide totaling about 
496,000 acres. The area lies in the arid belt in the lee of the coast 
range where the only surface water resources are minor creeks, which 
dry up in the summer when water is needed for the crops. Accord- 
ingly, present irrigation relies entirely on ground water which is 
heavily overdrt awn. For 1951-52 the net overconsumption was esti- 
mated as about 500,000 acre-feet annually. Consequently, water levels 
in deep wells have been steadily declining and pump lifts i ne reasing. 
Between 1946 and 1951 pump lifts ine reased at the rate of 25 feet per 
year. In 1951 the average pump lift was about 400 feet. The decline 
in water levels is still continuing. 

At the present time, developing a well for an agricultural water 
supply in the San Luis area is no small undert: iking. Some of the 
existing wells are as deep as 2,000 feet and are powered by electric 
motors with cabacitiha as large as 300 horsepower. One well of this 
tvpe may be used to irrigate an entire section of 640 acres of land. 
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To finance this sort of development and to stand the loss if a well does 
not produce, requires a considerable capital investment. Conse- 
quently, the San Luis area now is an area in which large ownerships 
are almost an economic necessity. 

Judged in accordance with reclamation law, there are about 325,000 
acres of excess land in the service area grouped in 130 separate owner- 
ships. The owners are fully aware of the ramifications of reclamation 
law in regard to their excess lands. Our understanding is that most of 
these owners, with the notable exception of the Southern Pacific 
Co., are willing to sign recordable contracts in compliance with recla- 
mation law. 

We expect, therefore, that in response to these recordable contracts 
and the opportunity to buy adequate water at a reasonable price, the 
pattern of ownership will change if San Luis unit is authorized. Ul1- 
timately, under project conditions, the west side of the San Joaquin 
Valley should resemble very closely the present pattern of development 
on the east side of the v: lley. 

The crop pattern in the project service area also will change. As 
of 1950, the date of our latest complete crop survey, there were about 
400,000 acres developed for irrigation in the San’ Luis area. About 
one-third of this was fallowed each year, not for soil replenishment, 
but simply because the existing water supply was expensive to develop, 
and therefore limited in quantity. Of the remaining acreage actually 
irrigated, about 73,000 acres were devoted to long- staple cotton, 
162,000 acres to irrigated grain and hay, and about 38,000 acres to field 
and truck crops, forage, and deciduous fruits and grapes. 

We anticipate that under project conditions of a full water supply 
at reasonable cost, the acreage of long-staple ten will increase by 
about 60,000 acres, the truck crop acreage by 72,000 acres, the field 
crop acreage by 98,000 acres, the deciduous fruit and nut acreage by 
22,000 acres, and forage crops acreage by 130,000 acres. Grain would 
disappear completely except as a second crop on land devoted pri- 
marily to truck or field crops. 

It is important to note that more than 85 percent of the land in the 
service area is class 1 or 2 and that the area has a frost-free growing 
period of from 250 to over 300 days annually. These conditions make 
it an extremely versatile agricultural area capable of producing a wide 
variety of crops when adequate water is available. Should some 
particular crop encounter market difficulties in the future, it will be 
easy for the farmers to replace it with a more profitable crop. This 
versatility is the best possible assurance that the San Luis area will 
not aggravate problems of crop surpluses, 

When the investigation started, the first question to be answered 
was the source of water supply. The best source would be the Sacra- 
mento-San Joaquin Delta providing that an economical method could 
be found to lift the water from sea level in the Delta, transport the 
water southward and store it for us in the summer irrigation season. 
Fortunately, the Delta-Mendota Canal of the Central Valley project 
had been constructed from the Delta to the San Luis area. This canal 
and the Tracy pumping plant, which lifts water from the Delta into 
it, are designed to supply water to northern San Joaquin Valley 
lands. Sixty-seven miles from the Tracy pumping plant, the Delta- 
Mendota Canal passes within 214 miles of the San Luis Reservoir site, 
a point close to the head of the San Luis service area. The pumps 
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and canal are used to their capacity only during the peak of the irri- 
gation season in summer. In winter and early spring months the 

‘anal transports relatively little water, while during the same months 
millions of acre-feet annually waste to the sea through the Sacra- 
mento-San Joaquin Delta. If San Luis Reservoir existed, this sur- 
plus water could be lifted and transported by the almost idle pumps 
and canal to San Luis Creek. Here a new set of pumps could lift it 
into San Luis Reservoir to await the start of irrigation. When 
needed to sustain growing crops, the water could be released from 
San Luis Reservoir into the proposed San Luis Canal. In this man- 
ner, the Delta-Mendota Canal could be used to supply the San Luis 
area with about 1,250,000 acre-feet of water annually. This would 
approximately double the annual amount of water transported for 
beneficial use by the Delta-Mendota Canal. 

It is this plan of service which is provided for in H. R. 6035 and 
H. R. 7295. The Tracy pumping plant and the Delta-Mendota Ca- 
nal, of course, are existing works. Beyond San Luis Creek new 
works would be required, ‘including the San Luis pumping plants, 

San Luis Reservoir and Forebay, the 104-mile San Luis Canal, the 
Pleasant V alley pumping plant and canal, transmission facilities to 
the project pumping plants, a series of small relift pumps, and mis- 
cellaneous structures for operation and maintenance. 

Since the regional director issued his feasibility report in May 
1955, discussions with the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. have resulted 
in the possibility of an offpeak energy exchange which is not provided 
for in the existing contract. Studies based on such an offpeak energy 
exchange indicate that it would be an economical means of providing 
the electrical energy for operating the San Luis pumps. This will 
require an increase in the main San Luis pumping plant and the 
provision of a low-head pumping plant nd a forebay between the 
Delta-Mendota Canal and the San Luis Reservoir. We now recom- 
mend this modification of the works shown in the regional direc- 
tor’s report of May 1955. 

A price of $7.50 per acre-foot for water delivered at canalside 
would be sufficient to repay 76 percent of the interest-free cost of the 
portion of the new San Luis works allocated to irrigation. The re- 
mainder of the cost of the new irrigation works would come from 
the earned surplus of the other Central Valley project features. 
This earned surplus would be reduced further because a large amount 
of electrical energy would be diverted from,commercial sale and put 
to use for project pumping on San Luis. 

Dr. Minter. May I ask a question ? 

Mr. Asprnauu. Yes. 

Dr. Mitter. The price of water delivered at canalside is $7.50. Is 
that the same as in the interim report ? 

Mr. Beiuport. Yes. 

If we assume that the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. will build the 
Trinity plants, then the Central Valley project, including San Luis 
unit, can meet the reimbursable portions of project costs by the year 
2017 with an earned surplus of $207,124,000. If we assume that the 
Federal Government will build the Trinity plants, then the Central 
Valley project, including San Luis unit, can meet the reimbursable 


portions of project costs by the year 2017 with an earned surplus of 
$67.195.000. 
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Dr. Minter. Have those figures been changed / 

Mr. Heap. Yes; it is different than the payout studies contained 
in our San Luis report which accompanied the Secretary’s June 2. 
1957, report. 

Those studies did not include the plan that we now have with regard 
to offpeak pumping. 

Dr. Miter. How much difference in the final figures in the original! 
statement and the one we find today ¢ 

You might supply it for the record if permissible, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Heap. I can give that figure. 

Dr. Mitier. Very well. 

Mr. Heap. In our payout studies contained im our 1955 report, the 

earned surplus at the end of the 50-year period which compares with 
67 million was $98,774,000. 

Dr. Minter. That is under the Federal Government's plan / 

Mr. Heap. Yes. 

Dr. Mitter. What is it under the other plan / 

Mr. Heap. At the time of this analysis, there was no offer by the 
company on which we could make such an analysis. 

Dr. Mitter. I think that is all. 

Mr. Betxrorr. Aside from the major features discussed above, the 
water users might elect to contract for distribution systems with the 
United States. Repayment for the distribution systems in this event 
eae amount to 40 equal annual installments of about $4,750,000 per 
year. The total costs, although relatively high as compared to those 
of many other projects, are well within the ability of the farmers to 
repay. 

Che integration of San Luis with the Feather River project would 
require some changes in the physical works proposed above. Bureau 
and State of California engineers have explored these changes to- 
gether and have reached a general understanding of how the physical 
aspects of integration could be accomplished. These joint studies 
have convinced me that the integration proposal in H. R. 6035 and 
H. R. 7295 is thoroughly workable. Further joint work would have 
to be done, however, ‘before the exact details of an integrated system 
could be modified. 

For an integrated project, San Luis Canal would have a greater 
capacity throughout its entire length than for a separate Federal 
yroject serving San Luis only. There is a possibility the canal might 
1ave to be at a higher elevation, too, although at the moment we think 
not. The schedule for constructing San Luis Dam and Reservoir to 
ultimate capacity also might be different for an integrated project 
than for a separate Federal project. Minor modifications of San 
Luis forebay and the San Luis pumping plants also would be required 
in order to accomplish integration. 

We have not discussed possible financial arrangements under inte- 
zration with the State. However, in its comments on our San Luis 
report, the State offered several possible arrangements for joint 
financing of an integrated project. These made it clear that State 
officials are perfec tly willing for their government to assume an ap- 
preciable and equitable share of the financial burden. I feel conti- 
dent, therefore, that a standard allocation procedure can be used to 
apportion costs between the two governments once we have decided 
on exactly what should be built and when. 
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In summary it may be noted that provision of irrigation water to 
the San Luis unit by means of the Central Valley project and Feather 
River facilities is aoe step forward in the application of the 
principles upon which California water planning is based and of 
which the or ‘iginal Central Valley project represents the first applica- 
tion. 

(Attachments to Mr. Bellport’s statement follow :) 
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SAN LUIS UNIT 
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COST ALLOCATION AND PROBABLE REPAYMENT 
CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT INCLUDING SAN “LUIS UNIT 
WITH JOINT DEVELOPMENT OF THE TRINITY RIVER DIVISION 
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COST ALLOCATION AND PROBABLE REPAYMENT 
CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT INCLUDING SAN LUIS UNIT 
WITH ALL FEDERAL DEVELOPMENT OF THE TRINITY RIVER DIVISION 
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Mr. Asprnatu. Are there any further questions of Mr. Bellport / 

Hearing none, gentlemen, we wish to thank you for your appear- 
ance. If we do have unanswered questions, at the end of the hearing, 
we shall ask you to return. 


Mr. Aanpaut. Thank you. 
Mr. Asprnauu. The next witness to come before the committee this 


morning is Mr, Harvey O. Banks, director, department of water re- 
sources, the State of California. He comes representing the State 
of California. 

We are very pleased to have you before the committee again, Mr. 
Banks. If you ioe anyone you wish to have with you at the witness 
table, you may do so. 

Mr. Banxs. Mr. Chairman, ladies and gentlemen of the committee, 
it is a pleasure to appear before you again. May I say I have with 
me Mr. Porter A. Towner, chief counsel of my department. 
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I have a rather short formal statement, Mr. Chairman, and then 
I would be glad to answer any questions that the committee wishes 
to ask. 

Mr. AsprnaLt. You may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF HARVEY 0. BANKS, DIRECTOR, DEPARTMENT OF 
WATER RESOURCES, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, ACCOMPANIED BY 
PORTER A. TOWNER, CHIEF COUNSEL, DEPARTMENT OF WATER 
RESOURCES, STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Banks. My name is Harvey O. Banks. I am director of water 
resources of the State of California. I am pleased to appear before 
your subcommittee today in support of authorization by the Congress 
of Federal participation in a joint venture with the State of Cali- 
fornia in the construction of works to serve the San Luis unit service 
area in western Fresno County, Calif., and the service area of the 
State’s Feather River project in Kings and Kern Counties and in 
southern California. 

It was my understanding that four bills were to be before this 
committee today: H. R. 6035 (Sisk), H. R. 2452 (Hosmer), H. R. 
2521 (Utt), and H. R. 7295 (Gubser). I am informed that H. R. 
9969 is also before the committee. 

I have not prepared a formal statement on the last bill because 
of lack of time; hes, with your permission, I should like to speak 
extemporaneously on that bill at the end of my formal statement. 

Mr. AspINALL. You may do so. 

Mr. Banxs. All of these bills would authorize Federal participa- 
tion in the construction of reclamation project works in the San Luis 
area, on the west side of the San Joaquin Valley in California. All 
of the bills provide for Federal-State cooperation in the undertaking, 
to the end that the San Luis facilities can be utilized to deliver water 
to the proposed Federal service area which is principally in Fresno 
County and also to deliver water to the service areas of the State’s 
Feather River project in the San Joaquin Valley and southern 
California. I am convinced that Federal-State cooperation in this 
undertaking is essential. Furthermore, I believe that successful co- 
ordinated construction and operation of the project could be achieved 
under any 1 of the 4 bills, or shall I say now 5 bills. 

As some of you may know, the California Department of Water 
Resources has developed the California water plan, which has been 
published as bulletin No. 3 of the department. This plan is the 
result of some 10 years’ work and an expenditure of approximately 
$8 million. 

The California water plan is intended to be a master plan to guide, 
assist, and coordinate the development, conservation, and utilization 
of California’s water resources for the benefit of all areas of the 
State. Construction of projects contemplated by the plan will require 
the expenditure of some $12 billion. It is obvious that expenditures 
of this magnitude cannot be made solely by any one entity and that 
the combined efforts of State, Federal, and local interests will be 
essential if California’s water resources are to be developed in a 
proper and timely manner. 











66 SAN LUIS PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 


It is clear that Federal assistance will be required; and the joint 
venture contemplated by the four bills before you is, in my opinion, 
an excellent way for the United States to work with our State in the 
development of its water resources. I believe that the joint venture 
would be of financial advantage to both the State and the United 
States and to the taxpayers of both. 

Because of the previous hearings on the subject, I shall not attempt 
to go into technical details with respect to the construction and opera- 
tion of the proposed San Luis project nor as to the necessity for 
integration of the Federal project with the State’s Feather River 
project. If the committee desires to discuss these matters further, I 
will be glad to answer questions or the committee may refer to The 
Views and Recommendations of the State of California on Proposed 
Report of the Department of Interior on San Luis Unit, Central Val- 
ley Project, California, dated March 1956, which has been previously 
submitted. 

As I have stated, it is my opinion that successful integration of 
the 2 projects could be accomplished under any 1 of the 4 bills. How- 
ever, of the four, only H. R. 6035 has so far been reported on favorably 
by the Department™ of the Interior to your committee before this 
hearing. This bill, introduced by Congressman Sisk, was drafted in 
Washington last March as a cooperative effort by Mr. Sisk and his 
staff, representatives of the Westlands Water District, and personnel 
of the Bureau of Reclamation with Mr. Towner of my staff and 
myself participating in the drafting. The bill represents an honest 
effort by all concerned to solve the problems of joint Federal and 
State construction and use of San Luis works for the benefit of all. 

Subsequent study by the staff of the department of water resources 
revealed the need for clarification, in certain respects, of the language 
of the bill in order that the basic principles and mechanics of the 
Federal-State cooperation envisioned by the draftsmen of the bill 
might be more explicitly set forth. During the last session of the 
California Legislature, and subsequently, a number of objections have 
been raised by State legislators and water users in Kern County and 
southern California to some of the provisions of the present bill. 

During recent months, we in the department of water resources 
have discussed these matters with the water users in the San Luis 
service area, in Kern County, and in southern California, as well as 
with others concerned. As a result of these discussions we have 
drafted certain amendments to H. R. 6035 which we believe are gen- 
erally in accord with the views of the various interests and should 
serve to eliminate many of the objections which have been raised to 
the language of the present bill. These amendments do not in any 
way alter the basic principles and concepts of the original version. 

We have discussed these amendments with the staff of the Solici- 
tor’s office of the United States Department of Interior. We have 
not had time to reach agreement on the exact wording to be used in 
some instances but I am confident that accord can be reached. 

These amendments are now submitted for consideration by your 
subcommittee together with a short explanatory statement which is 
attached to this formal statement and, I believe, has been passed out. 
It is requested that the amendments and statement be made a part of 
the record of this hearing. If the committee desires, I shall be glad to 
discuss these proposed amendments in greater detail. 
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With these amendments, the department of water resources supports 
H. R. 6035. 

With respect to H. R. 2452 and H. R. 2521, which are identical, the 
United States Department of the Interior has not indicated that these 
bills would be acceptable. Should these bills be regarded favorably 
at the Federal level, they would be as acceptable to the State of Cali- 
fornia as H. R. 6035. 

The Department of the Interior has not rendered a report on the 
feasibility of adding a service area in Alameda, Santa Clara, and San 
Benito Counties to the San Luis unit and the Central Valley project 
and of constructing works to serve that area as would be authorized 
under the provisions of section 4 of H. R. 7295. Consequently, we 

cannot comment further on this bill, which in other respects is similar 
to H. R. 6035. Your attention is invited to the fact that the State legis- 
lature has authorized construction of the South Bay Aqueduct, a unit 
of the Feather River project, to serve this area. Funds for enginer- 
ing and site acquisition have been appropriated and are now being ex- 
pended. Funds to begin construction will be included in the Gover- 
nor’s budget request for 1958-59. 

To summarze, in the absence of any indication of approval by the 
Department of the Interior of H. R. 2452 or H. R. 2521, but with the 
approval of H. R. 6035 by that Department, we support H. R. 6035 
with the amendments which we have proposed. I want to reiterate, 
however, that if the principles of H. R. 2452 or H. R. 2521 should be 
found acceptable at the Federal level, they would also be acceptable 
to the State. 

Now if I may speak for a moment with respect to H. R. 9969. 

If our present understanding of the concepts and the principles of 
Federal-State cooperation which are expressed in that bill is correct, 
they would be quite acceptable to the State, provided they are ap- 
proved by the Department of the Interior, the Congress, and by the 
water users of California. 

I feel sure that acceptable details can be worked out. I want to say 
that we will be glad, as far as the department of water resources is 
concerned, to work with the Department of the Interior and the water 
users in drafting language which we hope would be acceptable to all. 

With that, thank you very much for the opportunity of appearing 
here today; and, if there are any questions, we would be glad to 
attempt to answer them. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Unless there is objection, the amendments which 
follow the statement just presented, together with an explanation of 
the amendments proposed to H. R. 6035 will be made a part of the 
record, with the understanding that if the other bills were under con- 
sideration, as 6035, such amendments will be applicable to them in 
accordance with your wish. Is that right ? 

Mr. Banks. May I ask for that statement again. 

Mr. Asprnauu. If the other bills to which you made reference and 
which are now before the committee were considered, your amend- 
ments should be applicable to them as well ? 

Mr. Banks. Yes, the principles. 

Mr. Asprnatu. The principles of what you have in mind ? 

Mr. Banks. Yes. 


Mr. Asprnatu. They will be printed at this place in the record. 
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(By later order of the committee, the attachments to Mr. Banks’ 
statement follow :) 


AMENDMENTS TO H. R. 6035 Proposep By Harvey O. Banks, DrrectTor or 
Water Resources, STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


A BILL To authorize the Secretary of the Interior to construct the San Luis unit of the Central Valley 
project, California, and additional works for joint wse with the State of California, to enter into an agreement 


with the State of California with respect to the financing, construction and operation of such [unit] works, 
and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That for the principal purpose of furnishing water 
for the irrigation of approximately five hundred thousand acres of land in Merced, 
Fresno, and Kings Gsenties California, and as incidents thereto of furnishing 
water for municipal and domestic use and providing recreation and fish and wild- 
life benefits, the Secretary of the Interior (hereinafter referred to as the Secre- 
tary) is authorized to construct, operate, and maintain the San Luis unit as an 
integral part of the Central Valley project and to construct additional works for 
joint use with the State of California (hereinafter referred to as the State) as later 
provided in this Act, hereinafter referred to as joint use facilities. The principal 
engineering features of said unit, which may be constructed to permit future 
expansion joint use with the State, shall be a dam and reservoir at or near the 
San Luis site, a forebay and afterbay, the San Luis Canal, the Pleasant Valley 
Canal, and necessary pumping plants and distribution systems, drains, channels, 
levees, flood works, and related facilities. In constructing, operating, and main- 
taining the San Luis unit, the Secretary shall be governed by the Federal recla- 
mation laws (Act of June 17, 1902, 32 Stat. 388, and Acts amendatory thereof 
or supplementary thereto) except so far as the provisions thereof are inconsistent 
with this Act. Construction of the San Luis unit shall not be commenced until 
the Secretary has secured, or has satisfactory assurance of his ability to secure, 
all rights to the use of water which are necessary to carry out the purposes of 
the unit and the terms and conditions of this Act. 

Sec. 2. The Secretary is authorized, on behalf of the United States, to negotiate 
and enter into an agreement with the State of California thereinafter teteepel tes 
as the State} providing for coordinated operation of the San Luis unit and the 
joint use facilities and joint use of the freilities ef the San Luis unit; in order 
that the State may, without cost to the United States, deliver water in service 
areas outside the San Luis service area as described in the report of the Depart- 
ment of the Interior, entitled “San Luis Unit, Central Valley Project” dated 
December 17, 1956. The Secretary shall not commence construction of the San 
Luis unit, except for the preparation of designs and specifications and other pre- 
liminary work, until the execution of such an agreement between the United States 
and the State, but if such an agreement has not been executed by Ma¥ 4+ 4968 
July 1, 1960, and if, after consultation with the Governor of the State, the Secre- 
tary determines that the prospects of reaching accord on the terres thereof are 
not reasonably firm, he may proceed to construct and operate the San Luis unit 
in accordance with ‘section 1 of this Act-, provided, that if the Seerdary so deter- 
mines he shall report thereon to the Congress and shall not commence construction for 
90 days from the date of his report. In considering the prospects of reaching accord 
on the terms of the agreement the Secretary shall give substantial weight to any 
relevant affirmative action theretofore taken by the State, including the enactment 
of State legislation authorizing the State to acquire and convey to the United 
States title to lands to be used for the San Luis unit or assistance given by it in 
financing Federal design and construction of the unit. The authority conferred 
upon the Secretary by the first sentence of this section shall not, except as is 
otherwise provided in this section, be construed as a limitation upon the exercise 
by him of the authority conferred in section 1 of this Act. 

Sec. 3. The agreement between the United States and the State referred to in 
section 2 of this Act shall provide, among other things, that 

(a) the project works and features to be constructed by the Secretary shall 
be se designed and constructed to such capacities and in such a manner as to 
permit either (i) immediate integration aad esordinated eperation with the 
State’s water projects er and (ii) such subsequent enlargement or other modi- 
fication as may be required for integration and coordinated operation there- 
with; 

(b) the State shall make available to the Seeretary during the construction 
period sufficient funds to pay @n ifs appropriate share of the construction 
costs of any facilities designed and constructed as provided in paragraph (a) 
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above:, said share of costs to be based on the proportionate capacity of the San 
Luis unit and the joint use facilities required by the State’s projects. The State 
eontributier share shall be made paid in annual installments, each of which 
bears approximately the same ratio to total expenditures during that year as 
the total of the State’s share bears to the total cost of the facilities; the State 
may make advances to the United States in order to maintain a timely construction 
schedule of the joint use facilities and the works of the San Luis unit to be used 
by the State and the United States. 

(c) the State may at any time after approval of its plans by the Secretary 
and at its own expense enlarge or modify San Luis Dam and Reservoir and 
other facilities to be used jeimthe by the State or jointly by the State and the 
United States, but the performance of such work shall be so carried on as not 
to interfere unreasonably with the operation of the San Luis unit for the 
purposes set torth in section 1 of this Act; 

(d) the State United States and the State shall each pay annually @ epprepriate 
sepviee charge in connection with; end/er an apprepriate a proportionate share of 
the operation, maintenance and replacement costs of; those features of the San 
Luis unit and the joint use facilities which are used or designed to be used joint} 
by the United States and the State; and any ether features of the Central Valley 
preset aditedl: tee of seerdee te the artes 

(e) upon completion of repayment of those portions of the reimbursable 
Federal costs of constructing the Central Valley project which are assignable 
to the San Luis unit and the joint use facilities, title to said unit and +he facilities 
ef the San Luis unit shall, upon request of the State, be conve syed to the State. 
Upon such conveyance, the State shall assume the obligation and responsibility 
of providing water for service to the users of San Luis unit service area; 

(f) promptly after execution of this agreement between the Secretary and the 
State, and for the purposes of said agreement, the State shall convey to the United 
States title to any lands, easements, and rights-of-way which it ‘then owns and 
which are required for facilities of the San Luis unit or the joint use facilities to 
be used jeimtly by the United States and the State. The State shall be given 
credit for the costs of these lands, easements, and rights-of-way toward its share 
of the construction cost of the San Luis unit and the joint use facilities. The 
State shall likewise be given credit for any funds advanced by it to the Secretary 
for preparation of designs and specifications or for any other work in connection 
with the San Luis unit and the joint use facilities; 

+e} the ftted Stites shel dese tttrestrieted te of steh enpeetties ti the 
arora of Hie mat dats HHH aehitet: tee Heed fotithe bee the Fttedd Bttes ted the 
Beste te stordt be pepttiteed te ere ett thre ptitpeeee of aeetion oat thin “ket: 9 Ae 
varestrieted ise shal extend threugheut the repayment period and se lene 
thetertiee se tide te the Gotten tetris He the totedd ate 

(q) the rights of the United States to use the capacities of the joint use facilities and 
the works of the San Luis unit to be used cooperatively with the State shall be based 
upon the ratios of the capital expe nditures by the United States in such works to the 
total capital costs of such works; 

th} the State shall have unrestricted use of the remainder of the eapacity of 
matte dain eset ierte set af ether tedtthe Heed fredities fae arerte seeadtee atttedde 
Hie tee dotin tHte seed tet Sele de edad the Gibelietied et idte tates 

(h) the rights of the State to use the capacities of the joint use facilities and the works 
of the San Luis unit to be used cooperatively with the United States shall be based upon 
the ratios of the capital expenditures by the State in such works to the total capital 
costs of such works; 

(i) upon completion of construction of the San Luis unit and joint use facilities, or 
any portions thereof which may be utilized to deliver water, the Secretary beh 
shall, upon the request of the State, turn over to the State the care, operation, and 
maintenance of any of said works ef the San Leis unit which are used jointly by 
the United States and the State ot seeh time and under such conditions as shail 
be agreed upon hereunder by the Secretary and the State; 

(j) notwithstanding transfer of title or of the care, oper ration, and maintenance 
of any works to the State, as hereinbefore provided, any organization which has 
theretofore entered into a contract with the United States under the Reclamation 
Project Act of 1939 for a water supply through the works of the San Luis unit 
and joint use facilities shall continue to have and to enjoy the same rights which 
it would have had under its contract with the United States and the provisions of 
paragraph (4) of section 1 of the Act of July 2, 1956 (70 Stat. 483, 48 U.S. C. 
485h-1) in the absence of such transfer, and its enjoyment of such rights shall be 
without added eost or other any detriment arising from such transfer. 
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(k) if a nonreimbursable allocation to the preservation and propagation of 
fish and wildlife has been made as provided in section 2 of the Act of August 14, 
1946 (60 Stat. 1080, 16 U. S. C. 662), the features of the unit to which such alloca- 
tion is attributable shall, notwithstanding transfer of title or of the care, operation, 
and maintenance to the State, be operated and maintained in such wise as to 
retain the bases upon which such allocation is premised and, upon failure so to 
operate and maintain those features, the amount allocated thereto shall become a 
reimbursable cost to be paid by the State. 

Src. 4. In constructing, operating, and maintaining a drainage system for the 
San Luis unit, the Secretary is authorized to permit the use thereof by other 
parties under contracts conforming generally to the provisions of the Federal 
reclamation laws with respect to irrigation repayment or service contracts and 
is further authorized to enter into agreements and participate in construction 
and operation of drainage facilities designed to serve the general area of which 
the lands to be served by the San Luis unit are a part, to the extent the works 
authorized in section 1 of this Act contribute to drainage requirements of said 
area. The Secretary is also authorized to permit the use of the irrigation facilities 
of the San Luis unit, including its facilities for supplying pumping energy, under 
contracts entered into ‘pursuant to section 1 of the Act of February 21, 1911 (36 
Stat. 925, 43 U.S. C. 523). 

Sec. 5. The Secretary is authorized, in connection with the San Luis unit, to 
construct minimum basic public recreational facilities and to arrange for the 
operation and maintenance of the same by the State or an appropriate local 
agency or organization. The cost of such facilities shall be nonreturnable and 
nonreimbursable under the Federal reclamation laws. 

Sec. 6. The provisions of the Federal reclamation laws shall not be applicable to 
water deliveries or to the use of drainage facilities serving lands under contract with 
the State to receive a water supply, outside of the San Luts service area described in 
the report of the Department of the Interior, entitled ‘San Luis Unit, Central Valley 
Project,’ dated December 17, 1956. 

Se: 6- Sec. 7. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated for construction 
of the works of the San Luis unit and joint use facilities authorized by this Act, 
other than distribution systems and drains, the sum of ___________- , plus such 
additional amount, if any, as may be required by reason of changes in costs of 
construction of the types involved in the San Luis unit as shown by engineering 
indices. There are also authorized to be appropriated, in addition thereto, such 
amounts as are required (a) for construction of such distribution systems and 
drains as are not constructed by local interests, and (b) for operation and main- 
tenance of the unit. 


EXPLANATION OF AMENDMENTs TO H. R. 6035 Preparep By Harvey O. Banks, 
DrrecTOoR OF WATER RESOURCES 


1. The proposed amendments to section 1 were made for the purpose of clarify- 
ing the authorization so that it clearly includes the authority to modify the 
original plans proposed by the Department of Interior for the San Luis unit of 
the Central Valley project and to provide additional capacities as may be necessary 
to permit and facilitate joint use of the works of the Bureau of Reclamation and 
the State. These facilities would be jointly used by the State and the United 
States to provide service to their respective service areas. Under following 
sections of the bill, the State would be required to pay its share of the construction 
costs based on the proportionate capacity of project works required by the State. 

2. Section 2 was amended to reflect the amendment to section 1 concerning the 
authority to construct works for joint use by the State and the United States. 
This section was also amended by extending to July 1, 1960, the period in which 
the Secretary of the Interior and the State will negotiate the integration contract 
contemplated by the bill. After July 1, 1960, if no agreement were reached, the 
Secretary could, if the likelihood of reaching agreement was found to be remote, 
proceed to construct the San Luis unit, as a Federal project for the purpose of 
serving the proposed Federal San Luis service area. If this should occur, a further 
amendment would require the Secretary to report the status of contract negotia- 
tions to the Congress and wait for 90 days before proceeding with construction 
of the project. The extension of the deadline date would give the Secretary and 
the State some 2 years to negotiate and execute the cooperative contract and would 
allow time for any necessary action by the State legislature. The requirement 
of the report to the Congress would be for the purpose of informing the Congress 
and the 2 Interior Committees of the reasons for the failure of the 2 parties to 
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come to an agreement within the designated time. These amendments are 
believed to be a reasonable compromise which attempts to satisfy the widespread 
concern expressed by water users in Kern County and southern California over 
the need for constructing the project initially as a ‘joint venture’”’ and the adverse 
effect of constructing only a partial project which could not be used jointly with 
the State to serve an additional area within the State. 

3. Section 3 (a) was amended to more clearly express the concept of joint use of 
facilities immediately and the necessity for building the works to the capacities 
required for joint use of the two projects. 

4. Section 3 (b) was amended to clarify and define how the State’s appropriate 
share of the construction cost will be determined. This was left to interpretation 
and conjecture in the original bill and the proposed amendment specifies with 
preciseness that the State’s appropriate share of the costs would “‘be based on the 
proportionate capacity”’ of the works required by the State’s projects. The section 
was also amended to permit State advances of construction funds to expedite con- 
struction in the event Federal appropriations are not adequate. Water users are 
desirous of having the project constructed as rapidly as possible. 

5. Section 3 (d) was amended to provide that both the State and the United 
States would be responsible for an appropriate share of the operation, maintenance, 
and replacement costs of facilities to. be jointly used. 

6. Sections 3 (e) and 3 (f) were amended to conform with the amendments to 
section 1 and to clarify two minor points. 

7. Sections 3 (g) and 3 (h) were amended so that both the United States and 
the State shall be on an equal basis with reference to the use of capacities of works 
which will be used jointly. The rights to the use of the capacities will be based 
upon the ratios of the capital expenditures to the total capital costs of such works. 
Since both the State and the United States will contribute to the capital cost of 
the works, it appears equitable that they equitably share use of capacities on the 
basis of their proportionate contributions. 

8. Section 3 (i) was amended to provide for the transfer to the State, at the 
State’s request, of operation and maintenance of authorized works to be jointly 
used, immediately upon their completion. The amendment makes such a transfer 
mandatory rather than permissive. Local interests in Kern County and southern 
California again are agreed that it is imperative that responsibility for operation 
and maintenance of jointly used features be in the State of California. This is 
considered in accord with the apparent current policy of Department of Interior to 
transfer responsibility for operation and maintenance of reclamation projects to 
local interests whenever it is feasible. 

9. Section 3 (j) was amended only to conform with the amendments provided in 
section 1. 

10. Section 6 was added to clarify the fact that the restrictions of the Federal 
reclamation laws will not be imposed on water deliveries or drainage works in 
areas, outside the Federal San Luis service area, and served under contract with 
the State. Since the State will pay its proportionate share of the capital cost of 
the authorized joint-use works in order to provide water to its service area, it is 
not considered that any Federal restrictions on water deliveries should apply to 
water furnished by the State when such restrictions are nor required for State 
projects constructed under State law. 


Dr. Mitter. Mr. Chairman, I think the amendments on it ought to 
go in some place in the record but what we have before us is an entire 
bill you have written and the amendments are underlined. 

Mr. Banxs. That is correct. 

Dr. Miter. It is not the usual way of presenting amendments to 
a bill, writing an entirely new bill and offering it to the committee. J 
suppose it is the same as 6035 with the amendments underlined. 

Would it be possible for him to indicate the amendments that might 
go into 6035, with the line at which they might go in? I do not like 
the idea of someone coming in and presenting a new bill to the com- 
mittee which has not been examined. It is a little hard for me 
to follow the amendments. 

Mr. Sisk. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Dr. Mitier. Yes. 
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Mr. Sisx. Actually what they have here, I might say to the dis- 
tinguished gentleman from Nebraska, is a reprint of the bill we have 
already inserted in the record, identical, and have simply underlined 
their new proposals and crossed out the Janguage which they propose 
to delete. 

I assume that is the reason for offering it in that way, in order to 
see how it fits into the bill. So this is identical to my bill. 

Dr. Mitier. It is already in the record. So it would be a dupli- 
cation. 

Mr. Enete. No, it won’t because the amendments are added. If 
the gentleman will yield, Doctor, as soon as you insert the amend- 
ments you change the bill with respect to where sentences appear on 
particular lines anyway. 

I would suggest Mr. Banks’ bill be made a part of the record fol- 
lowing his statement and printed with the added language in italics 
and the deleted language be struck out the same way we do in a com- 
mittee print. Any objec tion to that? 

Dr. Mitier. I think that would be much better than to have an 
entirely new bill. 

Mr. Ene. In order that the record may be complete, I make the 
unanimous-consent request the bill be printed in the record in the 
manner stated. 

Mr. Asprnauu. Unless there is an objection, it is so ordered. 

Hearing none, it is so ordered. 

Mr. Ruopes. Is H. R. 9969 properly before the committee at this 
time as well as the other bills ? 

Mr. Asprnatu. That is right. As I understand it, the gentleman 
included the statement of explanation. 

Mr. Enote. That is right. 

Mr. Asprnatu. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia, Mr. Engle, for such questions as he may have of Mr. Banks. 

Mr. Enexe. Mr. B: inks, is the water available on a legal basis for 
the implementation of this project if built by the Federal Govern- 
ment ? 

Mr. Banks. Iam conv — Mr. Engle, there is surplus water avail- 
able in the Sacramento-San Joaquin delta for use by this project 
and by the State Feather River project to the extent needed for those 
two projects. There has not, of course, been any action as yet by the 
State water rights board on the pending application for these various 
projects. 

Mr. Eneate. I understand that, but would the construction of the 
project by the Federal Government create priorities for water which 
do not now exist ? 

Mr. Banxs. In my opinion, no. If I understand your question cor- 
rectly, I believe that the Federal Government in the construction of 
a water project stands in the same relation to water rights as any 
other constructing agency which files an application. with the State 
water rights board for appropriation of unappropriated water for 
his project. 

Mr. Enete. Are applications presently pending for the San Luis 
project ? 

Mr. Banks. Yes, in the name of the Westlands Water District. 
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Mr. Enatr. Do they have a legal priority which would insure the 
availability of that water for the San Luis project if federally con- 
structed ? , aoe 

Mr. Banks. Their application was filed prior to any applications 
filed by the State for storage at the San Luis site, yes. 

Mr. Enate. The reason I ask these questions, Mr. Banks, is be- 
cause I have had the feeling that the opposition from southern Cali- 
fornia to Federal construction of San Luis project turns on the prop- 
osition that there is a reluctance on the part of southern California to 
see allocation of water to the San Joaquin area additional to what it 
now has, which might abridge or limit the availability of that same 
or similar water for export to southern California; in other words, 
that the southern California people feel that southern California is a 
deficit area into which water from surplus areas has to be imported 
and that they should stand on a priority equal to that of the San 
Joaquin Valley. And what I am trying to find out is whether or not, 
in your opinion, the service area of the San Luis project already has a 
legal entitlement to water which is preferential and therefore would 
implement this project notwithstanding other claims. 

The reason I ask the question is because, if that is true, southern 
California people are No, 2 on the ditch line, the San Joaquin people 
are first. ‘They claim those legal rights and are prepared, I under 
stand, to assert them in court, if necessary. Would you tell me 
whether or not that priority exists / 

Mr. Banks. Mr. Engle, as far as applications which directly men- 
tion off-stream storage at the San Luis site, the Westlands Water 
District has the prior filing in point of time. The applications which 
were filed in behalf of the Feather River project in 1951 did not in- 
clude off-stream storage at the San Luis site. 

Those so-called State filings, with which I believe you are familiar, 
filed in 1951 are prior to the Westlands Water District filings which 
were made in 1954. 

Mr. Ener. Which filings are those? 

Mr. Banks. The Westlands Water District, upon which the San 
Luis project might have to depend under Federal construction. 
However, as far as what may be determined to be the first priority as 
between these conflicting applications, there are a number of things 
to be considered, including a provision in the water code respecting 
the power of the State water rights board to grant a municipal 
priority. 

So until the State water rights board has considered these, I do not 
believe that anybody can say with assurance as to who may be given 
a priority on the thing. 

However, may I say this, again repeating: It is my opinion that 
there does in fact exist within the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta 
surplus water sufficient in amount to serve both of these projects 
without detriment to either. 

Mr. Enete. When you say both, you speak of Feather-—— 

Mr. Banks. And the San Luis. 

Mr. Hosmer. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Enote. Yes. 

Mr. Hosmer. I think in setting forth the southern California atti- 
tude the gentleman probably overlooked at least two other funda- 
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mental concepts in that part of the State. First, of course, encourag- 
ing State and local initiative in developing our water resources. The 
second is a fear that Federal bureaucracy will subordinate the basic 
overall need for water by a great State to that bureaueracy’s own 
ends, purposes, and perpetuation. 

Mr. Enexe. Iam not arguing the case one way or the other. What 
I am trying to find out is what the legal situation is with reference 
to water priority under present filings. 

It seems to me this is a matter that ought to be pretty clearly wnder- 
stood by everybody. 

Mr. Banxs. May I make a suggestion, Mr. Engle? 

Mr. Enate. Yes. 7 

Mr. Banks. We would be glad, if it would be of interest to the 
committee, to file with you a statement as to the filings which have 
been made for delta water and a description of those which may be 
of some value to your committee in this regard. 

Mr. Enetez. I will ask unanimous consent that such a statement be 
made a part of the record; but, without interpretation, it may not be 
too helpful. 

Dr. Mutter. Will the gentleman yield there? 

Mr. Enete. Yes. 

Dr. Miter. Would not the interpretations of the filings be subject 

erhaps to Supreme Court decision of some kind if they were attacked 
be one or the other district ? 

Mr. Banks. Yes, unquestionably. May I repeat again that these 
conflicting applications have not been before the State water rights 
board for action as yet; therefore, we do not know what action they 
would take upon them. 

Mr. Ruopes. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Enotes. I would like to ask they go in the record, Mr. Chair- 
man, and also would like to refer to page 2, line 14, of the bill which 
explains that construction of the project is predicated upon satis- 
factory assurance to the Secretary of the Interior that he has secured 
all rights to use of water which are necessary to carry out the pur- 
poses of the act. 

So I am not implying that we are trying to authorize a project with- 
out the necessary water. What I am trying to find out is what the 
legal priorities are, if any. 

Now I will yield, or yield the floor. 

Mr. Asprnautu. The gentleman from Arizona has reserved the right 
to object to the request of the gentleman from California. 

Mr. Ruopes. I thank the Chair for that. 

May I ask a question concerning the priority of water. If the 
board grants a water right to the Westlands District to the water for 
San Luis project and later it becomes necessary for a municipality 
to acquire that water for domestic use, which, as I understand, is a 
higher priority use in California, under California law may that 
water be acquired by eminent domain or by any other means? 

Mr. Banks. Yes, under present California law it could be acquired 
by eminent domain. 

Mr. Ruopes. As California law now stands then there would be 
actually no way for the Federal Government, as another water user, 
to protect the use for which a reclamation project is built against « 
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suit in eminent domain by a municipality or other domestic user? Is 
that correct ? 


Mr. Banxs. May I defer that question to my counsel ? 
Mr. Ruopes. Yes. 


Mr. Towner. The answer is not completely clear under present 
law, but I think probably the answer is that the higher use would 


prev vail if public necessity required the use of the water for that 
purpose. 


Mr. Ruopes. Would the board itself have any authority to divest 
a presently existing right for irrigation at the petition of a munic- 
ipality desiring the water for other purposes ? 

Mr. Towner. No. 

Mr. Ruopes. That would have to be an act of the court sounding 
ineminent domain ¢ 

Mr. Towner. Yes. 

Mr. Asprnaty, Does the gentleman withdraw his reservation ? 

Mr. Ruopes. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Asprnauu. Is there any further objection to the request of 
the gentleman from California ? 

Hearing none, it is so ordered. 

(The followi ing letter was subsequently submitted :) 


STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES, 
Sacramento, February 18, 1958. 
Hon. WAYNE N. ASPINALL, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, 
House Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


DrarR CONGRESSMAN ASPINALL: At the hearing of your Subcommittee on Irriga- 
tion and Reclamation of the House Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs 
held in Washington, D. C., on January 15, 1958, concerning H. R. 6035, the Sisk 
bill, and other bills to authorize the San Luis project, Congressman Engle re- 
quested that we prepare and file with your subcommittee for its records a 
statement concerning the status of water rights in the Sacramento-San Joaquin 
Delta and the pending applications for surplus water therefrom. 

The attached statement is intended to comply with that request and for the 
sake of clarity will be discussed under the following subjects: 


I. Water-right doctrines recognized within the State of California. 

Il. Applications filed by the State of California in a trustee capacity to insure 
water rights for coordinated water development. 

Ill. County of origin law. 

IV. Watershed Protection Act. 

V. Priority accorded to muncipal use under State law. 

Vi. Existing water rights for the Sacramento Valley, San Joaquin Valley, 
and the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta water users. 

VII. Pending applications by the United States for appropriation from the 
Sacramento River, San Joaquin River, and the Sacramento-San Joaquin 
Delta for purposes of the Federal Central Valley project. 

VIII. Pending applications from the Feather River and the Sacramento-San 

Joaquin Delta for the State’s Feather River project. 

IX. Pending applications from the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta which 
could be utilized for the Federal San Luis project. 

X. Other miscellaneous pending applications proposing major diversions 
out of the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta. 

XI. Negotiations in progress between Sacramento Valley and Delta water 
users and the United States with respect to the Federal Central Valley 
project. 
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XII. Negotiations between the State of California and the United States with 
respect to water rights for the Federal Central Valley project, the 
State’s Feather River project, and the San Luis project. 

Should your committee desire any further information with respect to the 

matters presented in this statement, please feel free to call upon us, 
Very truly yours, 
Harvey O. Banks, Director. 

(Commirrer Nore.—The detailed statement of the California 
Department of Water Resources, because of its voluminous nature, 
has not been included in the printed record. It will be found in the 
committee’s files.) 

Mr. AsprnaLu. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Nebraska, 
Dr. Miller. 

Dr. Miter. I would like to pursue the questions of the gentleman 
from Arizona relative to priority of water. It is my underst: anding 
that the priority of water of the Federal Government is the same as 
that of California and, if it is, which one prevails in an irrigation 
projection which is built by the Federal Government ? 

Mr. Banks. May | again defer to counsel / 

Dr. Mruier. Yes. 

Mr. Towner. As you know, sir, section 8 of the Reclamation Act 
of 1902 requires the Bureau of Reclamation to operate under State 
law, in California and elsewhere. So their use of water would be in 
the same position, with respect to a reclamation project, as any other 
user of water in the State. 

Dr. Miniter. Then if there is any conflict the State law would pre- 
vail, even though a Federal development ? 

Mr. Towner. I think under the 1902 act the Reclamation Bureau 
is required to comply with State law with respect to water. 

Dr. Mitzier. On page 4 of Mr. Banks’ statement it says the feasi- 
bility of certain other areas has been brought into the question. 

The Department of the Interior has not rendered a report on the feasibility of 
adding a service area in Alameda, Santa Clara, and San Benito Counties to the 
San Luis unit and the Central Valley project— 
and so forth. 

Is that added in one of the bills under consideration / 

Mr. Banxs. Yes; under section 4 of H. R. 7295 that service area 
would be added to the San Luis unit and to the Central Valley project 
upon a finding of feasibility. 

Dr. Mitter. That is not in H. R. 6035? 

Mr. Banks. No, it is not. 

Dr. Minier. I think that is all. 

Mr. Asprnati. The gentleman from Florida, Mr. Haley. 

Mr. Hater. Mr. Banks, on page 2 of your statement, you say “the 

California Department of Water Resources has developed the Cali- 
fornia water plan, which has been published as bulletin No. 3 of the 
department.” Are you talking about a department in California or 
the Department of the Interior ? v) 

Mr. Banks. I am speaking there of the California State Depart- 
ment of Water Resources—a State department. 

Mr. Hater. Then, a little further on the page, you speak of “con- 
struction of projects contemplated by the plan will require the ex- 
penditure of some $12 billion,” you mean the overall plan of the 
Department of Water Resources of California as a whole? 
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Mr. Banks. That is correct. 

Mr. Harry. Mr. Chairman, I do not know how voluminous this 
bulletin No. 3 is—— 

Mr. Asprnautu. We already have it in our files. 

Mr. Hatey. It is? 

Mr. AspInatu. Yes. 

Mr. Harry. May I inguire, is it large and voluminous? 

Mr. Asprnatu. It is a fairly sizable work, but it is available. 

Mr. Banx«s. Mr. Flaley, it is a document roughly the size of the 
San Luis report of which there are several copies there. If the gen- 
tleman is interested, we would be very pleased to send him a copy. 

Mr. Hater. If the gentleman would, I would appreciate it, if you 
have an extra copy. 

Mr. Bangs. We will. 

Mr. Hatey. Would this overall plan indicate the cost of the de- 
velopment by units 4 

Mr. Banxs: Yes; there are cost estimates given in the report of 
each of the various units which are under consideration in the report. 

Mr. Hatey. I think that is all, Mr. Chairman; thank you. 

Mr. Asprnaty. Will the gentleman from California advise the 
chairman how long he wishes to have for examination ? 

Mr. Hosmer. I would like to reserve my time. 

Mr. Asprnaty, The gentleman from North Carolina. 

Mr. Suvrorp. I will yield my time to the gentleman from Cali- 

fornia, Mr. Sisk. 

Mr. Asprnauti. The gentleman from Arizona. 

Mr. Ruopves. I have one question, Mr. Banks, Does your water 
plan contemplate getting any water from taking the salt out of sea 
water ? 

Mr. Banxs. If and when saline water conversion becomes com- 
petitive with other sources it can be fitted in beeause it will mean 
that other works will not have to be constructed. 

Mr. Rropes. Is your department actually doing any work along 
the lines of these investigations ? 

Mr. Banks. Not in actual research, Mr. Rhodes, which we think 
is being quite well handled under the Office of Saline Water, plus 
other research efforts by universities. 

We are doing some work, though, in the possible application of 
that in connection with long-range plans. 

Mr. Ruopes. Thank you very much. Your statement has been very 
helpful to me as a member of the committee. 

Mr. Banks. Thank you. 

Mr. Asprnatu. The gentleman from California, Mr. Sisk. 

Mr. Sisk. I would like to yield to the gentleman from Colorado, 
if he has any questions. 

Mr. Asprnatu. The gentleman from Colorado. 

Mr. Cuenowetn. I have no questions. 

Mr. Asprnati. Mr. Christopher, do you have any questions? 

Mr. CuristopHer. No questions; Mr. Chairman. Thank you. 

Mr. Asptnatu. The two gentlemen from California have the rest 
of the time; Mr. Sisk and Mr. Hosmer. 
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Mr. Sisk. I would like to first express my appreciation to Mr. 
Harvey Banks, director of water resources, for being here and Mr. 
Towner. It isa pleasure to hear your statement. 

Now, your amendments, which you offer in your proposals, here 
attached to your statement, as I understand, in your opinion, do not 
change the basic concept of the project in any way ? 

Mr. Banxs. Not at all. 

Mr. Sisk. Would you say it represents simply a clarification of 
language in order to spell out what we, in many instances, meant when 
we worked out the original draft which was not, possibly, clear to all 
the people concerned, is that right? 

Mr. Banks. Yes; that is right. 

Mr. Sisk. Is it your understanding, Mr. Banks, representing the 
State as you do, that the Governor also concurs in support of H. R. 
6035, provided these amendments are adopted ? 

Mr. Banks. Yes. 

Mr. Sisk. I think that is all I have, Mr. Chairman.. 

Mr. Asprnatt. Will the gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. Sisk. I will be glad to yield. 

Mr. Asprnatt. Would that take care of every individual or every 
agency in California which has the right to determine water policies 
for California? 

Mr. Banks. Mr. Chairman 

Mr. Asprnatu. All I am asking for is State authorities, not areas. 

Mr. Banks. This is the position of the State administration. Now, 
I will not claim that these amendments are wholly acceptable to 
everybody concerned in the water-using field in California. 

Mr. Asprnaty. Let me ask you this question, Mr. Banks, in order 
to get some kind of a definite statement : Who has the right to declare 
policy for the State of California on a general level as far as water is 
concerned ? 

Mr. Banks. The legislature and the Governor. 

Mr. Asprnaty. Do you mean to say that the legislature has never 
delegated the policymaking powers to a board or an agency to speak 
for it in such matters ? 

Mr. Banxs. Not completely, Mr. Chairman. The department of 
water resources is the administrative agency with respect to water 
in the State of California, the department of which I have the honor 
to be the director. The legislature, however, reserves unto itself 

Mr. Asprnatu. The legislative body always reserves policymaking 
authority in our kind of government, but most certainly those who 
deal with the State should know what the policy is at any current 
moment. 

Mr. Banks. My statement, I think I can say, definitely represents 
the views of the State government. 

Mr. Asprnaty. Then let me ask you this: If we went ahead and 
authorized this San Luis project as you have suggested, would there 
be any possibility of a legislative body of California coming along in 
the next session or 2 or 3 sessions later and changing the whole policy 
so that what we have done here for California would be of no value 
whatsoever ? 

Mr. Banks. I assure you, Mr. Chairmen, that I cannot speak defi- 
nitely for the legislature in this. However, these amendments have 
been drafted after consideration and analysis of the objections which 
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were raised by members of the legislature during the last session of 
the California State Legislature. 


We believe that they meet those objections. 

I would suggest, Mr. Chairman, if I may, we have several members 
of the California Legislature here, and perhaps they can speak better 
on behalf of the legisl: stare than I can. 

Mr. Asprnatu. They can speak for the present legislature perhaps. 
Certainly they — ‘for ou 1959 legislature. 

Mr. Hosmer. I do not know what is in your amendment here. I 


presume your attitude is that of the Governor, that you want some- 
thing done. 


Mr. Banks. That is correct. 

Mr. Hosmer. And equally acceptable to you, if Congress acts, are 
any of the bills before the committee ? 

Mr. Banks. The basic principles of any of the bills before the 
committee now are acceptable to us if they are acceptable to the 
others concerned. 

Mr. Hosmer, I think also, realistically, you know that certain parts 
and portions of this thing would have to be implemented by action of 
the State legislature and that the State legislature, at least the south- 
ern California members, are fairly unanimous in their actions on 


these things, is that right? In general, on water matters, they stick 
together pretty well. 


Mr. Banks. Yes. 


Mr. Hosmer. So if it were not acceptable, being as large a block as 
they are, probably there would disagreement in “implementing any- 
thing that was not acceptable to the south. Is that right? 

Mr. Banks. Mr. Hosmer, as I mentioned I would, if I may beg the 
question a little bit, say there are members of the legislature “here 
who can answer on their behalf better than I can, because the situ- 
ation in the legislature is not entirely static, I believe, as regards their 
views on these matters. 

Mr. Hosmer. It isa “hot” question, is that right? 

Mr. Banks. I would say you are quite correct. 

Mr. Hosmer. Thank you. 

Mr. Asprnatu. May I say to my amenable, lovable, and sometimes 
argumentive friend from Californ’:, the chairman can remember what 
happened almost yesterday when it was suggested Colorado get to- 
gether on some matters of policy which were lagging. 

That is all.the chairman has in mind. All we wish to know on this 
committee, as far as decision, is the general policy. We do not wish 
to settle any differences within the State. 

It does not appear to the chairman as yet, so far as the testimony 
this morning is concerned, that we are much further on the settle- 
ment of the proposition in this matter than we were 2 years ago. 

[The Chair now declares this committee recessed until tomorrow 
morning at 10 o’clock. 

(Whereupon, at 12 o’clock noon, the subcommittee recessed, to 
reconvene at 10 a.m. Thursday, January 16, 1958.) 
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THURSDAY, JANUARY 16, 1958 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION, 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 10 a. m. “1 in the com- 
mittee room, New House Office Building, Hon. Wayne N. Aspinall, 
chairman of the subcommittee, presiding. 

Mr. Asprnauu. The Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation 
will now be in session for a further study of ‘H. R. 6035 and kindred 
bills. 

There is on the desk of each member a statement by Lansing A. 
Parker, Assistant Director of the Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wild- 
life of the United States Fish and Wildlife Service. 

It was the understanding yesterday that all of the representatives 
of the Department of the Interior who wished to appear made their 

appearance, but at the conclusion of yesterday’s session it was found 
that Mr. Parker wished to make a statement for his Bureau. 

Is there any objection to the insertion in the record at this place 
in the hearing of the statement of Mr. Parker ? 

Hearing no objection, it is so ordered. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT BY LANSING A. PARKER, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF SPORT 
FISHERIES AND WILDLIFE, UNITED STATES FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 


Pursuant to the authority of the Wildlife Coordination Act of August 14, 1946 
(60 Stat. 1080), the United States Fish and Wildlife Service has studied the 
effects of the proposed San Luis unit on fish and wildlife resources. The Serv- 
ice’s preliminary report, prepared with the cooperation of the California Depart- 
ment of Fish and Game, is included in documents underlying the report of the 
Secretary of the Interior. 

Unless the recommendations of this Bureau made previously, and those made 
on the basis of future studies, are followed in the operation and maintenance 
of this project, increased diversion of water at the Tracy pumping plan for the 
San Luis unit may be expected to have seriously adverse effects on important 
fishery resources, especially king salmon and striped bass which pass through 
the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta in migration. The upper delta is a very 
important spawning and nursery area for striped bass. With increased pumping 
of water during winter for the § San Luis unit, as well as the irrigation season, 
the pumping of water at the Tracy plant could become a year-round hazard to 
the fishery. The intakes of the Tracy plant are protected by fish screens of a 
new type; even though these screen are expected to reduce fish mortality, neither 
they nor any other screens can be expected to be fully effective for this purpose. 


81 











82 SAN LUIS PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 


It is expected than San Luis Reservoir would furnish an important fishery, 
and provide at least 59,000 fisherman-days of use annually. Main project canals 
can also be potentially valuable for fishing if safe, controlled fishing sites along 
the canals are provided. 

The project would benefit waterfowl but would not significantly affect other 
wildlife groups. San Luis Reservoir and some of the proposed waterways have 
considerable potential value for waterfowl management provided suitable lands 
are made available to Federal and State conservation agencies for development. 
Development of these areas could provide hunting opportunities and also help 
reduce waterfowl depredations on nearby croplands. With management, such 
as the planting of food for waterfowl, the use by waterfowl of San Luis Reser- 
nes and various wasteways could be increased to about 19 million waterfowl 

ays. 

The Fish and Wildlife Service made eight recommendations in the interest 
of lessening damage and increasing benefits to fish and wildlife resources. The 
Department’s report, based on the report of the Regional Director, Bureau of 
Reclamation, indicates that recommendations of the Service will be followed to 
the extent feasible and compatible with the purposes of the project and the 
policies of local land- and water-managing agencies. 

In view of the fact that preservation and propagation of fish and wildlife 
resources is a project purpose under the terms of the departmental report, of 
H. R. 6035, and a purpose of the Central Valley project, as reauthorized in the 
act of August 27, 1954, it is anticipated that all reasonable steps will be taken, 
after authorization and during construction and operation, to protect fishery 
resources of the delta, enhance fishing opportunities in San Luis Reservoir and 
other unit structures, and to develop waterfowl and other wildlife resources 
related to the San Luis unit. 

The California Department of Fish and Game, which also has a vital interest 
in the project, not only because of its authority under the Coordination Act of 
1946 but because certain of the resources affected by the project are State 
owned, has given general concurrence to the conclusions and recommendations 
of the Fish and Wildlife Service. That Department has strongly recommended 
that its recommendations and those of the Fish and Wildlife Service be carried 
out whether the project is constructed by the State or Federal Government. 

The Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife favors the enactment of H. R. 
6035. The bill, and the related departmental planning report on the San Luis 
unit, contain the safeguards necessary to provide adequately for fish and wild- 
life conservation. 


Mr. Asrrnaty. The list of witnesses which are to be called this 
morning show that Mr. J. E. O’Neill, president of the Westlands 
Water District, one of the most hospitable hosts that certain members 
of this committee have ever met, is the first witness. 

We will be glad to listen to Mr. O'Neill. 

We welcome you before the committee again and we appreciate your 
willingness to testify on this great project. 


STATEMENT OF J. E. 0’NEILL, PRESIDENT, WESTLANDS WATER 
DISTRICT, CALIFORNIA 


Mr. O’Newu. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Ener. May I, Mr. Chairman, add my word of welcome to 
Mr. O'Neill. He is an outstanding citizen of the San Joaquin Valley, 
not only a successful businessman, but a man who has taken a great 
deal of interest and given lots of his time and effort to civic affairs 
and who is fighting harder than anybody I ever saw to get water on 
that dry and parched land down there. 

Tam glad to see you here, Mr. O’Neill. 

Mr. O’Netti. Thank you, Congressman. 

Mr. AsrrnaLy. You may proceed. 
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Mr. O’Nett. I wish to thank the committee for the opportunity of 
appearing before them in behalf of the San Luis project. 

bia our hearings in early May 1956, several members of this com- 
mittee have visited California, w ‘here they saw the San Luis project, 
both from the air and on the ground. I feel certain that each one of 
them has a much better understanding of the serious water problems 
confronting our area. 

For the benefit of the committee, I would like to give a brief résumé 
of our efforts to secure a supplemental supply of surface water for the 
westside lands and then describe the geographic location of the area 
and some of the salient points in connection with its agriculture. 

The initial westside features of the Central Valley project, the Delta 
Cross Channel, the Tracy pumping plant, and the Delta-Mendota 
canal, were designed and constructed with sufficient capacity to serve 
San Luis. 

The early project reports, coupled with the actual inclusion of ca- 
pacity to serve San Luis clearly establish the intent of the Federal 
Government to develop a supplemental water supply for our lands as 
a feature of the Central Valley project. 

Contemporaneous with the original construction of the Central 
Valley project features, our w estside Land Owners Association gave 
$40,000 to the Bureau of Reclamation for initial planning work on 
the San Luis division. 

Since that time we have worked continuously with the Bureau on 
the studies which culminated in the report on the project recently 
transmitted to the Congress through the Bureau of the Budget. This 
represented 15 years of constant effort and the expenditure of thou- 
sands of dollars in a cooperative effort to solve our water problems. 

The area embraces Sperry 500,000 acres of some of the most 
highly productive lands in the N fation, located in western Merced, 
Fresno, and Kings Counties, Calif. Its gross annual agricultural 
production is valued in excess of $75 million. 

It provides employment for hundreds of workers at farm wage 
rates far above that of the national average and above that com- 
monly paid in California, and contributes materially to the welfare 
and prosperity of the many communities within the area. 

The chief obstacles to the survival and prosperity of agriculture 
within this area is the rapid depletion of its underground water sup- 
ply. The average well ranges from 1,500 to 2,000 feet in depth. The 

average water table is approximately 475 feet t deep today, as com- 
pared to an average depth of 250 feet 15 years ago. 

The deep-well turbine- pumping installations in these wells require 
from 150- to 250-horsepower motors to lift water from this great 
co The total cost of well and pump installations range from 

$50,000 to $75,000 per unit. 

Such water is fast becoming prohibitive in cost. 

In addition, as the water supply is depleted, the quality of this 
water deteriorates and, today, the high mineral contents of this deep- 
vec water is rapidly becoming a serious threat to the fertility of the 

anc 

The job that lies ahead in the field of water in the State of Cali- 
fornia staggers the imagination. The Central Valley project of 
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California was the first of the large multiple-purpose projects to be 
developed in our State. The State water plan calls for projects vastly 
more complex and costing many, many times the cost of the Central 
Valley project. 

I believe that virtually all of these projects will ultimately have 
to be built. They are vital to the economy of the State. 

Since I last met with this committee, significant events have taken 
place that should eliminate the major difficulties which confronted us 
at the first hearings. 

We have reached a point where the Governor of our State and the 
director of water resources representing the position of the State of 
California have approved a bill introduced by Mr, Sisk, H. R. 6035, 
which would effect a true partnership between the State and the Fed- 
eral Government and the water users. 

To my mind, this is a big step in the right direction. Not only will 
it make a substantial contribution to the commencement of construc- 
tion of the initial features of the Feather River project, which is a 
part of the State water program, but it will coincidently provide for 
the extension of the Central Valley project as originally contemplated. 

Certainly this is a prudent use of Federal funds and one that will 
aid to bring into being a State construction program. This will be 
the first major program of any of the Western States in an effort to 
start standing on their own two feet in the solution of their water 
problems. 

Since this bill was before your committee, we have met frequently 
with representatives of water users organizations, both north and 
south of the Tehachipi Mountains which divide our State into the 
northern and southern geographical units. 

We now believe that a way has been found that will satisfy the con- 
cerns of other areas of our State and permit this vital water develop- 
ment to proceed. 

In our discussions with the people of the southern San Joaquin 
Valley and other interested geographical areas of our State, we have 
categorically stated that we will go along with any changes in Mr. 
Sisk’s bill which are agreeable to the Bureau of Reclamation, to the 
Department, to the administration, and to the Congress, as long as 
those changes do not delay or prevent Federal authorization and con- 
struction of facilities to serve our lands. 

I noted that the Director of Water Resources for California, Mr. 
Banks, recommended to this subcommittee in his appearance yester- 
day, that the cutoff date for execution of the agreement between the 
State and Federal Governments, as provided in section 2 of H. R. 
6035, be changed from May 1, 1958, to July 1, 1960. This means an 
additional 2 years’ delay, which we can ill afford. 

Nevertheless, in the interest of harmony, we are willing to make 
this added concession. Due to the urgency of our situation, we can- 
not agree to any further extension of the cutoff date beyond July 1, 
1960. 

In closing, I want to assure the subcommittee that we are waiting 
for the water and will be ready to receive it when it becomes avail- 
able to us. 








SAN LUIS PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 85 


Thank you for this opportunity to — before you. 

Mr. AsPINALL. Thank you, Mr. O’Neill. 

Now, at the top of page 4 of your statement you have made a very 
general statement to the effect that no Western State can ever stand 
on its own two feet in the solution of its water problem. You do not 
mean that generally, do you? 

Mr. O’Nettx. Well, that is probably a little broad, sir. 

Mr. Asptnatu. Most of the water resource developments in all of 
the Western States have been taken care of by individual initiative 
and by private enterprise. 

What you mean here, I think, Mr. O’Neill, is that a project of this 
size where Federal aid is required—of course, that is the only reason 
you folks are in here—perhaps represents the first instance where a 
State has offered to go as far as you have in a so-called partnership 
program. Is that what you mean ? 

Mr. O’Netu. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Asrrnatt. What do you ‘understand, Mr. O'Neill, to be the basis 
of the partnership program in this particular matter ? 

Mr. O’Nettx. I presume that the construction of the reservoir to 
be started at a million acre-feet by the Federal Government and built 
in such a way as to provide that the State may increase that capacity 
to 2 million acre-feet and, further, that the facilities of pumping the 
water into the reservoir and probably the canal continuing on shall be 
built to provide additional capacity to be used by the Feather River, : 
which is a State project, when it is needed. 

Mr. Asprnatyi. What if the State of California through its legisla- 
tive and executive departments failed to go ahead with their part of 
this partnership program, then what happens to this project ? 

Mr. O’Nertu. Mr. Chairman, I believe that these fac ilities will be 
needed eventually to provide water for areas south of the San Luis 
area, and regardless of whether the State proceeds with them or not, 
eventually some agency will have to take over and bring the water to 
southern California and to Kern County. 

Mr. Asprnaty. And it is your position that construction by the 
Federal Government of its part of the project start at once and the 
State part of it can come in any time that is desired by the State; is 
that right? 

Mr. O’Neriti. With a definite cutoff date as to an agreement between 
the two agencies not later than July 1, 1960. 

I would like to say this, Mr. Chairman, you will note in the first 
part of my testimony that we, some 15 or 16 years ago, prevailed upon 
the Department of the Interior or the Reclamation Bureau to build 
into the Delta-Mendota Canal an additional capacity to take care of 
the San Luis district, which we are now asking to be used. 

I think the same situation will apply on further development in 
that area. 

Mr. Asprnatu, The cutoff date to which you refer is the cutoff 
by representatives of the State of California; is that right. 

Mr. O’Nemu. And Federal Government. 

As I understand it, if the State is not in a position, or not going 
forward with their part of the deal, then the Federal Government 
may proceed on its own. 
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Mr. Asprnauu. For just that part of the project which would be 
authorized by the Sisk bill ? 

Mr. O’Neuu. That is right. 

Mr. Asprnauu. In your statement you make a request that this shall 
be done by not later than July 1, 1960. Now, what date for the com- 
mencement of construction do you have in mind for the San Luis 
project ? 

Mr. O’Nem. I presume there would be very little construction 
started until it was determined whether or not the State was going to 
be a party to this project, or not. 

Mr. Asprnat, I think that is true, but you say the State determines 
on July 1960 that it is er is not, either one, going to enter into this 
partnership agreement, then when do you personally expect con- 
struction might start? 

Mr. O’Netu. As soon thereafter as possible. In the meantime, 
plans and specifications should be prepared by the department. 

Mr. Asprnaty. And you are appreciative of the fact, are you not, 
that there are authorizations already in existence for which new starts 
have not been authorized, which authorizations total perhaps around 
a billion dollars ? 

Mr. O’Nemu. We will have to take, of course, our position, but the 
sooner we can get construc ‘tion started the sooner we can get water to 
lands that are a going out of production. 

Mr. Asprnatt. I do not wish to enter into any question of priority 
at this time, but I wanted to be sure that you understand the bleak 
picture which is ahead of those of us who favor reclamation programs 
by the Federal Government as far as new starts and construction by 
the Federal Government is concerned. 

Mr. O’Netu. I think we realize that, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Asprnatu. The Chair recognizes Mr. Engle, the chairman of 
the committee. 

Mr, Enate. I will pass. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Dr. Miller. 

Dr. Minier. I would like to pursue Mr. Aspinall’s suggestion, or 
statement, relative to the State’s position in this partnership plan. 

Would it be a partnership plan if the State finally said they decided 
not to do anything with it, they would let the Federal Government 
goahead? Is that your position in the matter? 

Mr. O’Netww. I would say then that the Federal Government 
could proceed according to the Sisk bill. 

Dr. Mitzer. If it is a partnership plan, what monetary considera- 
tion does the State put into the project ? 

Mr. O’Nemu. As I understand it, the extra facilities that are to 
be built in will be paid for by the State. 

Dr. Mitier. That is, if you decided to make that reservoir 2 million 
feet instead of 1, that will be the State? 

Mr. O’Neriz. The State would pay their share. 

Dr. Mitter. What would determine whether you have an extra 
million feet or not, in the reservoir? 

Mr. O’Neww. I think it would depend on whether or not the State 
was in a position to finance the project to the extent of bringing 
additional water into the reservoir. At the present time, under our 
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plan we will use the existing facilities that are there now and which 
are owned and operated by the Federal Government, which will pro- 
vide a supply of water for storage of a million acre- feet. 

Any additional water to be ‘stored must. be brought in with addi- 
tional construction of pumping plants and another canal. 

Dr. Miter. If the reservoir is set at the lower level, would you 
have sufficient water then to take care of the folks in the southern end? 

Mr. O’Nettt. No, the excess capacity of the Delta-Mendota Canal 
and the Tracy Pumping Plant, as I understand, is only sufficient in 
off-season, when it is not being used, when the water is not being 
used, to replace water in the Mendota ‘pool, which is an exchange for 
the water that has been transferred from the Friant Dam south to 
provide only 1 million acre-feet plus a certain amount that may go 
directly into canals that will be used during that time. 

Dr. Miuirr. Then is it your position that there ought not to be any 
construction started until there is an understanding as to whether 
the State is going to participate in the project ? 

Mr. O’Neri. That is right, Congressman; that is the reason for 
the deadline of July 1, 1960, so that we will know then whether the 
State is going forward with their share of it and what capacity. 

Dr. Miter. If the State decides not to go forward, will that not 
take a little different legislation ? 

Mr. O’Netu. I think not. As I understand it, we will be author- 
ized to proceed then under the Sisk bill with the million acre-foot 
storage and the capacity of the canals to take care of the San Luis 
service area. 

Dr. Minter. Yesterday a number of amendments to the Sisk bill 
were presented by Mr. Banks. Have you reviewed those amend- 
ments ? 

Mr. O’Nettu. I have gone over them, but we take the position that 
any amendments that are acceptable to the Department and to the 
Congress are certainly all right with us. 

Dr. Miter. Are there other amendments that will come in as to 
what was presented yesterday? I understand they are sort of work- 
ing out some of the amendments and there may be some clarification. 

Mr. O’Neux. Not on our part, Congressman. We feel that we have 
the basis here for a reasonable project and it will serve our purpose 
aand if other amendments are offered they will be offered by some 
of the other areas and if they are acceptable to the Department and 
to the Congress we have no objections. 

Mr. Asprnaty. Will my colleague yield for a minute ? 

What you are saying, Mr. O'Neill, is that as far as your project is 
concerned, that is the San Luis project, you desire Federal construc- 
tion and operation and supervision in accordance with the reclama- 
tion laws as heretofore and presently in operation in the Central 
Valley project ? 

Mr. O’New. That is right. 

Mr. Asprnatv. As far as the facilities which are desired to be at- 


tached by other areas, no matter where they may be in California, 


that is something for them to decide? 
Mr. O’Neww. That is our position. 
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Mr. Asprnay. The basis of the authorization of the San Luis 
project is that part which you, as a representative of that area, are 
primarily and particularly interested in? 

Mr. O’Nenw. That is right, sir; that is our position. 

Mr. Ruopes. I think Mr. O’Neill and his associates should be con- 
gratulated on their attitude. It is obvious as far as their part of the 
project is concerned they are ready to go ahead with it now. But they 
are perfectly willing to wait until July 1, 1960, for other interested 
people in California to come in on the project, and the State to come 
in on it, and that actually amounts to a 214-year delay in your plans. 
Is that not correct ? 

Mr. O’Net. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Asprnaty. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Okla- 
homa, Mr. Edmondson. 

Mr. Epmonpson. Mr. Chairman, I have no questions. I merely 
wanted to express my personal view that the people of California 
are certainly, in my opinion, to be congratulated for their enterprise 
in seeking to find an answer to this water problem that is threatening 
the economy and the prosperity of so many States today. 

I think that it is a tribute to the imagination and the enterprise of 
the people of California that these great plans are underway out there. 

Certainly it is also, I think, a tribute to the imagination and the en- 
terprise of your very able Representative from California on this 
committee, Mr. Sisk, by whom this bill has been introduced. 

Mr. O’Netu. We agree heartily with Mr. Sisk’s part in this. 

Mr. Asprnatu. The gentleman from New York, Mr. Wharton. 

Mr. Wuarton. Mr. O’Neill, I join the others in complimenting you 
on a very fine statement here. I notice in the earlier part of your state- 
ment that you mention an annual agricultural production of $75 
million. 

I am wondering if you could amplify it a little as to that amount 
in regard to our present farm surpluses. Will this add $75 million 
to the surplus ? 

Mr. O’Netii. Congressman, I would say that a good part of that is 
cotton. Of course, cotton is under controlled acreage. It is also sup- 
posed to be a supported crop. 

But it so happens in California our cotton does not go in the loan. 
Because of the quality it moves directly into the market and there is 
no surplus cotton in the loan from California today. 

Now, the balance of the income from agriculture is made up from 
cantaloupes, melons, that are shipped East, some vegetables that are 
used in California, a great deal of alfalfa seed is being produced there 
now, of a very high quality, and the rest is feed grain which we use 
right there in the valley feeding cattle. 

Mr. Wuarrton. Could you hazard an estimate as to the extent of 
cotton? You mentioned a large percent average of your cotton. 

Mr. O’Nert. I would say nearly $40 million of that is cotton and 
the balance of that made up of the other 2 or 3 crops. 

Mr. Wuarton. Going back to the other question that was asked, do 
I understand that the State of California has made any firm commit- 
ment in dollars or amount as to their contribution ? 

Mr. O’Nert. I am sorry to say that there has been no firm com- 
mitment. There has been a plan before the legislature and under 
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study for some time, known as the California water plan, which would 
embrace a part of this operation or add to this facility, but to date only 
a small amount—vwell, not a small amount—$35 million or $36 million, 
has been appropriated to start construction or clearing the way to 
build the Feather River Dam, which will be a part of this overall plan, 
but primarily as a flood control. 

Mr. Wuarron. Of course, you anticipate that all that will be taken 
care of before the cutoff date ? 

Mr. O’Net. I will say I hope it would be, but if it is not, then we 
should proceed with our project. 

Mr. Asprnatu. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia, Mr. Sisk. 

Mr. Sisk. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I certainly want to add, along with the chairman and our colleague 
from California, my thanks to Mr. O’Neill for coming back here before 
the committee, and I want to commend you for the leadership you 
have taken and the great amount of work you have done in an attempt 
to solve the California water problem. 

California should be deeply indebted to you for the things which 
you have done. 

Now, with reference to the question by my colleague from New 
York regarding agricultural surplus, I would just like to direct 
2 or 3 questions that I think are rather important in this particular 
area. 

Is it not a fact, Mr. O'Neill, that one of the reasons why we have 
produced a substantial amount of cotton and the reason that we have 
not produced, for example, fruits or certain other types of commodi- 
ties, has been due to the minerals in the water and so forth ? 

Now, will you comment on that? 

Mr. O’Nemx. That is right, Mr. Sisk. The water we produce from 
these underground wells contains a great deal of minerals, some a great 
deal more than others, but in all of the cases, I am sure there is a 
considerable content of boron and in the early days of the west side, 
a great development was started and put into effect in the way of fruit 
trees and vines and they did very well until the time of harvesting 
and then the fruit just withered up and fell off. 

That was the Boston Land Co. After some research and study 
it was found that the boron in the water was not favorable to the pro- 
duction of fruit and other crops. 

We have been very much confined to the crops I have just mentioned, 
because of the quality of the water. If we had a flow of fresh water, 
I think we could expect to see a greater diversification in many other 
crops In that area. 

Mr. Sisk. I wanted to bring out, as I am sure that you are aware, 
studies indicate that with a surface supply of a better grade of water, 
we could put in vines, we could put in trees, we could go into a much 
more diversified type of farming, and in all probability due to the 
climate conditions of the valley we are in, we could produce about any 
type of vegetable or fruit, we could actually move into an area where 
we would not be concerned with any crop that might be considered to 
beinsurplus. Is that not correct? 

Mr. O’Netw. That is correct. 











90 SAN LUIS PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Sisk. Actually, at the present time, we are pretty well tied 
to the present crops due to the fact that the mineral content makes it 
impossible to grow these other crops. 

Mr. O’Nemt. We are limited to the crops we are now growing be- 
cause of the quality of the water we are pumping from undergr ound. 

Mr. Sisk. I believe, Mr. Chairman, at this time, those are all the 
questions I have. 

Mr. Asprnatu. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Arizona, 
Mr. Rhodes. 

Mr. Ruopes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. O'Neill, I want to thank you for appearing before the com- 
mittee. I want to say it is a very pleasant experience to renew ac- 
quaintance with you personally. 

Actually, the area which you represent, the Westland Water Dis- 
trict, is somewhat similar to my own area in Arizona, Maricopa 
County. 

Mr. O’Netiu. Very much. 

Mr. Ruopes. By and large, these areas grow specialty crops except 
for the cotton you have mentioned and I think it is safe to say as 
far as the agricultural surplus is concerned neither of these areas 
contributes greatly to this surplus? 

Mr. O’Nem. That is right. 

Mr. Ruopes. You made a point which I think is certainly worth 
repeating, and that is in your area and mine, also, there is very little 
cotton which is in the loan, practically all of it is being sold. 

Mr. O’Nettx. I forgot Arizona was represented here today or I] 
would have included it. 

Mr. Ruopes. Actually, the reason for that is because of the quality 
of the cotton grown in these two areas. It is the quality that people 
want and, therefore, the buyers get it and it does not go into the loan. 

Mr. O’Nerit. It was sold at a very great premium this year. 

Dr. Miner. Is that true of the lower grade cotton, short staple or 
lower quality of cotton, you are not in loan on that ? 

Mr. Ruopes. That, I believ e, is correct. 

Mr. O’Neru. There is some underst: anding as to long staple and 
short staple. The long staple generally is referred to as the Sea 
Island cotton, which is grown in a limited amount in Arizona, but 
not grown in California. 

But the cotton we grow in California and most of it in Arizona, is 
known as 442 acala, and it has a staple length of from an inch and a 
sixteenth to an inch and three thirty-seconds. 

Mr. Ropes. Mr. O'Neill, there was some testimony yesterday con- 
cerning the application of the land limitation law on this particular 
project. As I understand it, there is no confusion in the minds of 
the landowners in the Westland Water District as to the matter. 

As I understand it, you and your associates are perfectly willing 
to cooperate and to live under the 160 land limitation; is that correct 4 
Mr. O’Netw. We expect to comply with the 160-acre limitation. 

The reference was made yesterday to a letter from Southern Pacific 
and I would like to say this, that I am sure when the time comes, 
Southern Pacific will not stand in the way of water development in 
that area 

Mr. Ruopes. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 
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Mr. Asprnatu. Does the gentleman from Florida have any ques- 
tions? 

Mr. Harry. No questions. 

Mr. AsprnaLu. The gentleman from California, Mr. Utt? 

Mr. Urr. No questions. 

Mr. Asprnati. The gentleman from Colorado, Mr. Chenoweth ? 

Mr. Curnowern. I have no questions. It is a great pleasure to see 
Mr. O'Neill before this committee again. I remember his great inter- 
est in this project for a number of years. I am glad to see you again. 

Mr. O’Neixtu. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Asprnatt. Does the gentlewoman from Idaho have any ques- 
tions ? 

Mrs. Prosr. No, thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Asprnaui. Thank you very much. 

Mr. O’Newwu. Thank you, Mr. Ch: rman. 

Mr. Asprnaty. The next witness is Mr. Charles T. Kaljian, presi- 
dent of the board of directors of the San Luis Water District. 

We are glad to have you again before the committee, Mr. Kaljian. 
We remember your last visit. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES T. KALJIAN, PRESIDENT, BOARD OF 
DIRECTORS, SAN LUIS WATER DISTRICT, CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Kansian. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I 
appreciate the opportunity to appear before this committee and to 
present my views and the views of the San Luis Water District in sup- 
port of the San Luis project 

[ would like to state that I have along with my statement, clipped 
to the statement, an exhibit which I will refer to later on. 

I ain Charles T. Kaljian, Los Banos, Calif., president of the San 
Liis Water District. 

[ have been a resident of California for 53 years and am a landowner 
in the San Luis Water District. 

I have farmed lands in the San Luis Water District and other parts 
of the San Joaquin Valley. 

Speaking both in my official capacity as president of the San Luis 
Water District and as an individual landowner, I wish to urge early 
approval of the San Luis unit so that construction can begin and 
water can be available as soon as possible. 

The San Luis Water District is situated on the west side of the 
San Joaquin Valley in Merced and Fresno Counties, Calif. It was 
formed in 1950 under the California Water District laws. 

The district consists of 50,065 acres of land, of which about 20,000 
acres are presently irrigated. The balance of the district is devoted 
to dry farming, grain, and wild pasture. The irrigated area pro- 
duces diversified crops, including melons, fruits, nuts, , alfalfa, cotton, 
sugar beets, irrigated grains, and t truck crops. 

Parts of the district are peculiarily adapted to production of fruits 
and nuts because of a relatively frost-free condition that allows the 
growing of such crops without the necessity of smudging or other 
frost-damage prevention. 

It is anticipated that much of the future development will include 
large acreages of orchards, since many orchard areas in California, 
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such as in the counties of Santa Clara, Alameda, Los Angeles, and 
others, are being replaced by industrial and residential developments 
at the rate of several thousands of acres per year. 

There are, at present, two sources of water available to the dis- 
trict. They are the pumping of ground water and gravity and pump- 
ing diversions from the Delta-Mendota Canal of the Central Valley 
project. 

The ground water supply is inadequate in quantity and some of the 
ground water is of such poor quality that it is unfit for irrigation use. 

Some attempts have been made to irrigate by use of this type of 
saline water and the result is that trees have been killed. Several 
thousand acres of land have been developed within the district with 
their supply coming from ground water. 

In many instances there has been a rapid lowering of the ground 
water table, resulting in complete failure of wells. 

In other instances, the extremely high mineral content attacks the 
pump column causing failure in a short time and makes the cost of 
pumping prohibitive. 

For these reasons, some lands heretofore developed have gone out of 
production and other lands face the danger of losing their water 
supply. This, of course, results in the loss of tax revenues to the 
county, the State, and the United States. A supplemental water 
supply is needed immediately to protect these lands. 

At the San Luis project hearing in 1956, a witness from southern 
California made the statement that the farmers on the west side of 
the San Joaquin Valley could wait 15 years for supplemental water. 

As a landowner in the San Luis Water District, my water con- 
ditions are similar to those of many of the ranchers in the San Lr‘s 
service area. As I am familiar with my water conditions, I woud 
like to tell you about my two wells. Both wells are over 1,100 feet 
deep, they are each powered by a 250-horsepower motor. 

I have copies of the Pacific Gas & Electric reports on our No. 2 
well. That is the exhibit that I refer to that is clipped to my state- 
ment. 

You will note that in March 1953, this well was pumping 1,491 gal- 
lons per minute. The power cost at this gallonage, and with a total 
lift of 542.6 feet, would be about $5 per acre-foot. 

On March 16, 1955, it was producing 1.257 gallons per minute. 

On July 10, 1956, this was down to 1,067 gallons per minute. 
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And on August 29, 1957, this was down to 723 gallons per minute. 

The Pacific Gas & Electric r eport, dated December 6, 1957—that is 
the second sheet—shows that iia water is costing $11. 59 per acre- 
foot for the power consumed. This is over twice what the water was 
Coens per acre-foot in 1953. This great increase is a result of in- 

eased pumping lift and decreased yield of the well resulting from 
ess oat ground-water supplies. 

I stated previously that the high mineral content in the water at- 
tacks the pump and casing causing pump failures and expensive 
repairs. 

[ have here the samples taken from our No. 2 pump. This metal, 
when new, was one-fourth inch thick. This metal is a little over 1 
year old. 

You can see those holes that were eaten right through that quarter- 
inch metal. 

Our pumps have been repaired each year since 1953. 

I have here a copy of the 1957 repair bill on well No. 2. This bill 
amounts to $5,200. As this well produced, according to the Pacific 
Gas & Electric report, 1,143 acre-feet during 1957, the cost of repairs 
amount to $4.55 per acre-foot. 

As this well cost about $41,000, the depreciation cost over a 10-year 
period would amount to about $5 per acre- foot. 

Adding the power cost of $11.58, the repairs of $4.55 and the depre- 
ciation of $5, we find that this water is now costing better than $21 
per acre-foot. 

If the water table keeps dropping, we will be forced to abandon the 
wells before the 10-year period is completed. 

Unless a supplemental water cape y is brought to these lands soon, 
thousands of acres will have to be taken out of production. This 
land is producing seed alfalfa and cantaloupes that are shipped to 
every portion of ‘the country and in addition barley and some sugar 
beets are grown. 

From the preceding facts you can see that we cannot wait very long 
for a supplemental water supply. 

I again urge this committee, as president of the San Luis Water 
District, and as an individual landowner to report favorably on the 


proposed legislation that would authorize the San Luis unit. 
Thank you very much. 


20421—58——_7 
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Mr. Asprnaty. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia, Mr. Engle? 

Mr. Eneue. Mr. Kaljian, as I listened to your statement, I came to 
the conclusion that this project is a project to salvage land that other- 
wise will go out of production; is that right ¢ 

Mr. Kastan. That is correct, Mr. Engle. 

Mr. Enete. In other words, you are not putting new land in, but 
saving some that is going to go completely out unless something is 
done; is that correct ? 

Mr. Katg1an. That is correct. 

Mr. Ruopes. Will the chairman yield ? 

Mr. Enete. Yes. 

Mr. Ruopes. Of course, in that instance, it is quite similar to the 
Central Arizona project of a few years ago. 

Mr. Enate. If the gentleman from Arizona ever wins his lawsuit, 
I will be for his project, too. 

Mr. Ruopes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Asprnauy. What percentage of the contemplated acreage that 
will be served by the San Luis project will be new land, Mr. Kaljian? 

Mr. Kastan. In our particular district we have some new land 
that will come in, several thousands of acres. That condition is not 
true throughout the balance of the San Luis service area. 

Most of that land is developed at the present time, but our district 
is a little bit different from the district south of us. 

Mr. Asprnaty. The gentleman from New York is recognized, Mr. 
Wharton. 

Mr. Wuarron. I wonder if you will bring me up on the project 
and state the distances from San Francisco down to the place where 
the red sign is what ¢ 

Mr. Katatan. That would be roughly about 140 miles. Probably 
in an airline a little closer than that. 

Mr. Asprnauu. The gentlewoman from Idaho. 

Mrs. Prost. No questions. 

Mr. Asprnauty. The gentleman from Arizona, Mr. Rhodes. 

Mr. Ruoves. Mr. Chairman, of course, I just made a remark when 
the chairman was controlling the time, which I suppose would betray 
iny interest in this particular project. The similarity of this project 
to the Central Arizona project is so amazing as to be worthy of 
comment. 

In both projects you have to pump water uphill in order to have it 
run downhill to get: it where you want it. In both projects you have 
existing agricultural economies which need surplus water, which need 
additional water, to stay in business. 

I might say right now, Mr. Chairman, that any time that situation 
comes up that the gentleman from Arizona who is now speaking is 
going to be very favorable and lean over backward to do every- 
thing he can to help such a project along. 

I assure you, sir, and your associates, that that is also true of the 
San Luis project. 

Mr. Kaustan. Thank you, Mr. Rhodes. 

Mr. Aspinauu. The gentleman from Florida, Mr. Haley. 

Mr. Harry. The gentlem: an has no questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Asprnatt. The gentleman from Colorado, Mr. Chenoweth. 
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Mr. Curenowern. Do I understand that your water table is de- 
creasing ? 

Mr. Kaustan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cuenoweru. It is dropping each year ? 

Mr. Karo1an. Each year. 

Mr. Cuenowernu. And at a faster rate than you had anticipated? 

Mr. Kastan. Yes, sir. 

In this P. L. and E. report, it will show that in 1955 we were pump- 
ing a total head of 568 feet; in 1956, 590 feet; in 1957, about 610 feet. 

Mr. Curenowetu. How long have you been pumping in that area? 

Mr. Karastan. About 5 years. 

Mr. Cuenowern. Prior to that time where were you getting the 
water / 

Mr. Kansran. It was grazing land. 

Mr. Cuenoweru. This land was reclaimed about 5 years ago? 

Mr. Karnatan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cuenowern. How many acres were involved in this reclama- 
tion project ? 

Mr. Kangtan. What do you mean by reclamation project ? 

Mr. Cuenoweru. What you propose to irrigate with this water? 

Mr. Kastan. It was about 500,000. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. You mean this particular area that you are talk- 
ing about, where you are now pumping, and a the water level is 
declining each year? 

Mr. Kastan. I have a thousand acres there. Of course, there are 
other ranches around me, there are some smaller, some larger. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. How many individual pumps would you say are 
in this area ? 

Mr. Kastan. The pumps run up into the hundreds. 

Mr. Cuenowern. All of the land has to have a pump in order to get 
any water at all for the crops? 

Mr. Kastan. That is true. 

Mr. CuEenowetu. It is all irrigated crops? 

Mr. Karastan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cuenowern. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Asprnatt. The gentleman from California, Mr. Sisk. 

Mr. Sisk. Mr. Chairman, I am simply happy to welcome before our 
committee this morning another very prominent constituent. Charles 
Kaljian has been very “active in water matters as well as other civic 
matters in the district. 

I am particularly impressed, Mr. Kaljian, with your statement this 
morning because you are talking about something you know specifi- 

cally and I think your discussion regarding your own well and your 
own experience here is very illustrative of the conditions that exist 
throughout the area. 

And it is most impressive. With that, Mr. Chairman, I have no 
questions. 

Mr. Asprnaty. Mr. Kaljian, do you know of any opposition within 
the San Luis area itself from the farmers to this proposed project / 

Mr. Katstan. Not from any farmers, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Saytor. Mr. Kaljian, if it were necessary to place an acreage 
limitation in this bill so that the usual acreage limitations as applied 
to Federal projects had to apply to the land that would receive the 
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supplemental water supply in the San Luis project, then what do you 
think the attitude of the farmers would be? 

Mr. Kastan. Sir, all the farmers in the area know that acreage 
limitation and we are all ready to live with it if we can get the water. 

Mr. Sartor. In other words, you think every farmer in the area is 
willing to abide by the maximum of 160- acre limitation ? 

Mr. Kanatan. 1 would say “Yes.” It is either that or sell it back 
to the sheepmen for grazing purposes. 

Mr. Asprnatu. I think that the gentleman from Pennsylvania un- 
derstands that the acreage limitation law applies to the reclamation 
projects. 

The gentleman from California, Mr. Utt. 

Mr. Urr. Mr. ae in, you have indicated that your cost per acre- 
foot is around $21 an acre-foot. 

Mr. Kanaran. Yes. 

Mr. Urr. How many acre-feet do you use on the average per year? 

Mr. Rison At the present time we are only able to use a little 
over 2,000 acre-feet. 

Mr. Urr. I am referring to per acre? 

Mr. Kaustan. We should have roughly an average of around 3 
acre-feet. 

Mr. Urr. Do you use 3 acre-feet ? 

Mr. Kaustan. No, sir: we can’t get it. Our wells do not produce it. 
So some of our land has to be put to winter crops and rely as best 
they can on the rainfall. 

Mr. Urr. Can the crops you produce stand a charge of $80 a year 
on 3 acre-feet ? 

Mr. Kansian. Not at the price it is now, $21. All we are trying 
to do now is to hang on until we can get cheaper water. 

Mr. Urr. What is the anticipated price you are going to have to 
pay for water under the San Luis project ? 

Mr. Kastan. It will cost us $7.50 canalside. By the time we get 
that on the land it will probably cost us better than $10. 

Mr. Urr. Can the agricultural economy stand $30 per acre then, for 
5 acre-feet ? 

Mr. Kans1an. The crops we raise in the area can stand it, sir. 

Mr. Urr. Is any of the Southern Pacific 120,000 acres in your 
water district ? 

Mr. Kanstan. None. 

Mr. Urr. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Asprnatzi. Thank you very much, Mr. Kaljian. 

Mr. Kauatan. Thank you. 

Mr. Asprnautu. The next witness is Senator James Cobey, of Merced, 
Calif. 


I am correct, am I not, that this is your first appearance before the 
committee 4 


STATEMENT OF JAMES A. COBEY, CALIFORNIA STATE SENATOR, 
REPRESENTING MERCED AND MADERA COUNTIES, CENTRAL 
VALLEY OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Conry. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Asprnaty. We are glad to have you present. 
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Mr. Enerr. May I say, Mr. Chairman, that I am delighted to 
welcome Senator Cobey as one of the outstanding members of our 
California Legislature. He has established himself as one of the best 
and most constructive members of the California State senate. 

Mr. Cosry. Thank you very much, Congressman Engle. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is James A. 
Cobey. I represent Merced and Madera Counties lying within the 
Central Valley of California, just north of Fresno County, in the 
California State senate. 

I am appearing before you at the personal request of State Senator 
Hugh M. Burns, representing Fresno County, the president pro tem- 
pore of the California State senate. 

As all of you are well aware, the proposed San Luis Reservoir lies 
within one of my two counties, namely, Merced County. 

I am a member of the various interim committees, special and 
general, of the California Legislature on water problems. ‘The senate 
bill originating in the State a ar oe of water resources for the 
joint construction and operation of the San Luis Reservoir and related 
facilities, S. B. 1995, a companion bill to your H. R. 6035, which was 
introduced at the last session of the California Legislature, was my 
~~ 

. B. 1995 passed the senate of the State of California by a vote 
of 22 to 8. 

On the last day of the 1957 legislative session, a motion to withdraw 
this bill from the Assembly Ways and Means Committee was defeated 
by a vote of 46 to 28. 

"The bill had_ previously been approved by the subject committee, 
the Assembly Conservation Planning and Public Works Committee. 

I understand that, generally speaking, the Congress does not au- 
thorize Federal reclamation projects within a State unless such 
projects have the prior approval of that State. 

Yesterday you heard the executive branch of the California State 
government express such approval of H. R. 6035 if amended as 
suggested and qualified approval of the remaining bills before you. 

I come before you to express the conviction that if the Congress 
will take favorable action on H. R. 6035 substantially in accordance 
with the amendments to it proposed yesterday by the California 
State department of water resources, the C alifornia State Legisla- 
ture will in its next regular session in 1959 reciprocally approve pro- 
posed companion State legisl: ation which I shall offer. 

In other words, what I am saying to you is this: If the Congress 
will approve the Federal-State joint venture on San Luis in 1958 the 
California Legislature will follow suit at its next regular session in 
1959. 

I do not base this prophecy of future legislative action upon the 
assumption that the opposing forces in California are now in com- 
plete agreement with respect to the San Luis Reservoir and related 
facilities. I do base it, however, on the belief that these heretofore 
opposing forces within the State of California are now agreed in prin- 
ciple, for the first time, on the basic concept of joint “construction, 
joint use, and joint operation of this reservoir and of these related 
facilities. 

Many details of the overall agreement remain to be worked out. 
There must be further give and take on both sides. 
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But the spirit of the compromise, of reconciliation, and of accep- 
tance of the partnership concept is now wide-spread and if the Con- 
gress will likewise approve the partnership idea, we will be able to 
go forward in 1959 on the State legislative level. 

You may well ask why I am now optimistic in view of the fate of 
my companion bill at the last session of the State legislature. My 
answer is that times have changed. The executive branch of the 
State government has now submitted amendments to H. R. 6035 which 
I understand meet most, if not all, of the objections made by the 
southern California interests who have been hitherto opposing H. R. 
6035. 

Furthermore, those interests which opposed my bill successfully 
in the Assembly of the California Legislature last year have within 
the last few months, for the first time, through the medium of the 
so-called Kern County concept, indicated their acceptance of the fun- 
damental principle of joint construction, joint use, and joint opera- 
tion of the San Luis Reservoir and related facilities. 

There does remain, and there will always remain, some opposition 
from the diehards and the extremists, but as I understand it, what 
you require from the State of California is simply a solid majority 
view and not unanimous consent. 

After all, normally, unanimity is the exception rather than the rule. 

Accordingly, I beg of you that you extend to this Federal-State 
partnership concept with respect to the San Luis Reservoir and re- 
lated facilities, your congressional approval, and I assure you that 
if this is done, reciprocal legislative approval will be forthcoming 
in Sacramento next year. 

Thank you for this opportunity of appearing before you. 

Mr. Asprnatt. Senator Cobey, I would like to know just how far 
you would go in your idea of the partnership concept. As I under- 
stand your statement, the only partnership that will be present in this 
proposed project would be that some of the facilities which have 
already been constructed by the Federal Government, that is, the 
canals and pumps now in operation, will be used in accordance with 
an agreement for the proper reimbursement to the Federal Govern- 
ment for the use of those facilities; and, perhaps certain construction 
which is contemplated to be a part of the Federal construction on the 
San Luis will be jointly constructed under agreement for the use 
which will be involved; and an additional canal over the Tehachipi 
Divide will be made by the State of California. 

In other words, there is no reimbursement, as such, contemplated 
from one to the other and the joint operation is practically nil except 
for the canals which now carry the water. 

Mr. Corry. Generally speaking, Mr. Chairman, that is correct. 

As you know, your bill proposed a reservoir of a million acre-foot 
capacity. The State desires, as part of the California water plan and 
part of the Feather River project, a 2-million acre-foot capacity reser- 
voir at that site. 

The joint aspect starts in the fact that if this legislation is enacted 
both here and in Sacramento, then the initial reservoir will be built 
in such a way that it can be enlarged to 2 million acre-feet. 

But you are quite correct in your assumption that from a practical 
viewpoint your Federal San Luis project is merely a portion, and it 
is In a sense a separate portion, of the overall project. 
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In other words, your Federal project will serve exactly the same 
area whether it is an independent Federal project or w hether it is 
part of this joint project, and will serve it under the same conditions. 

Mr. Asprnati. Am I right in my understanding that the partner- 
ship concept in this instance is not a similar partnership concept as 
present in the so-called Trinity power question ¢ 

Mr. Coney. I presume you are correct, Mr. Chairman. I am not 
familiar with the Trinity power partnership. 

Mr. Asprnaty. Partnership is not a new thing to reclamation as far 
as I am concerned. Partnership has been present in the area which 
I have the honor to represent ever since 1917, when a Federal project 
was finished and went into operation. 

Mr. Copsey. As I see it, Mr. Chairman, this will be a true partner- 
ship because each partner will be furnishing something and each 
partner will be getting something. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Do I understand that it is your position that Gov- 
ernor Knight, the present Chief Executive of California, favors this 
approach to this probelm ¢ 

Mr. Corry. That is my understanding from Director Banks’ testi- 
mony of yesterday, that he favors H. R. 6035 if it is amended in the 
way proposed by Mr. Banks yesterday. 

Mr. Asprnati. And you, as a member presently of the legislative 
body of California, believe that Mr. Banks in his position, has the 
authority to represent the position of the Governor in this matter; 
is that correct? 

Mr. Cosry. There is no question about that at all. I happen to be 
the gentleman that handled the bill that set up the State department 
of water resources on the senate floor. 

Mr. Asptnaty. Do you have any other body, any other individual 
in government in California, who has the right to state the present 
policy of California on water resource development ? 

Mr. Corry. Not for the executive branch, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Asprnati. The Chair recognizes his colleague, the chairman 
of the committee, Mr. Engle. 

Mr. Ener. As I understand, senator, the bill introduced by Mr. 
Sisk requires the execution of an agreement between the State and the 
Federal Government. 

What you have in mind is legislation in the state legislature to au- 
thorize and direct the execution of that kind of agreement; is that 
correct ? 

Mr. Coser. That is correct, Mr. Engle. I do have an opinion from 
the legislative counsel who are our lawyers that under the existing 
provisions of the water code such specific legislation is not legally 
necessary, but it is my feeing that since we are making new grounds 
in California water problems that we would prefer to have : specific 
authorization. 

Mr. Eneir. Your statement simply boils down to this: That you 
do support the Sisk bill and if this Congress passes the Sisk bill you 
express confidence that in the next session of the legislature the neces- 
sary parallel legislation in the State legislature will be passed 4 

Mr. Copsey. Yes, sir; provided that “these Ssaiaanenhs at least in 
substance, that have been proposed by Mr. Banks, are made. 

Mr. Enatz. Yes. I understand the Sisk bill has amendments re- 
ported which are Director Banks’ amendments. 
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Mr. Copsey. That is correct. 

Mr. Asprnati. The gentleman from Pennsylvania, Mr. Saylor. 

Mr. Saytor. Senator, how many senators are there in the State 
of California? 

Mr. Coser. Forty, sir. 

Mr. Saytor. How many members in the house of representatives 
or assembly # 

Mr. 2 y. In the assembly there are 80. 

Mr. Saytor. They are divided between two political parties; is 
that right ¢ 

Mr. Copsey. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Sartor. Has there been any resolution passed by either the 
senate or the house of delegates, or whatever you call your lower 
house, in the State of California, authorizing you to come here and 
commit the State of California and the elected delegates, senators 
and representatives, that they will in 1959 session or 1960 session, 
pass a piece of legislation ? 

Mr. Copsey. No, Mr. Saylor, I do not purport to speak for the Cali- 
fornia Legislature in terms of either as their official designated repre- 
sentative, or in terms of a commitment. 

However, since I handled this legislation in the last session I think 
I am fairly familiar with what the problems have been and what 
the changes have been and it is on the basis of that experience that 
I venture the strong conviction that I have that if these amendments 
which, after all, were prepared by the State department of water 
resources after consultation with those forces that opposed my bill 
in the last session, that if these amendments are adopted to the Sisk 
bill it is my firm conviction that my bill will go through in amended 
form in the next session. 

It will be a new bill, of course. We don’t have your practice of 
carryover. 

Mr. Sartor. May I ask you this: If the amendments which were 
proposed by Mr. Banks yesterday on behalf of the State were 
adopted, is the State of California prepared to proceed at once with 
the joint construction of a dam of 2 million acre-feet capacity ? 

Mr. Copsey. In the last session, Mr. Saylor, what we had was a 
statement from the interests in southern Californi: a—you might ex- 
plain that southern California dominates the assembly, northern 
California dominates a senate in the California State Legislature. 
In the last session the southern California interests took the position 
that there would be no monetary appropriation for any water de- 
velopment in California until there was a constitutional amendment 
proposed on the basic water rights problem. 

Now, that position, as it might be expected, resulted in a similarly 
extreme position in the State senate where they said no money, no 
water, and if you have no money, no water, you don’t have a water 
development program. 

| am hoping that at our budgetary session which convenes on Feb- 
ruary 3, we will be able to break that logjam, because I think both sides 
have now realized that we are in a pretty impossible situation. 

We are both very well aware that water development is urgently 
needed in California right now, and we have some reserve funds that 
we can put in for that purpose right now. 











104 SAN LUIS PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 


The State department has proposed that we spend $78 million this 
coming fiscal year. 

It is my hope that with this logjam broken we can pass a bill, or 
as part of our budget bill, include an item that will supply that $78 
million for water development. And that will be spent primarily on 
this Oroville Dam, and also I can stand corrected here by the depart- 
ment because I don’t remember the details, but I think it provides 
further money for site acquisition for the San Luis Reservoir we are 
talking about. 

Mr. Hatey. Will the gentleman from the State of Pennsylvania 
yield for several questions ? 

Mr. Sartor. Yes. 

Mr. Harry. Senator, you have 40 men in your upper body. You 
have an election in California in 1958, I believe; is that right ? 

Mr. Coxsry. That is correct. 

Mr. Harry. How many of these senators will be elected at that 
time ? 

Mr. Cozry. Twenty. 

Mr. Hatey. In other words, half of them? 

Mr. Conny. Yes, we have 4-year terms. 

Mr. Hater. How many members of your 80-man house will be 
elected ? 

Mr. Copry. All. They are on 2-year terms. 

Mr. Hater. On page 2 you said: 

Yesterday you heard the executive branch of the California State government 
express such approval of H. R. 6035 if amended as suggested and qualified 
approval of the remaining bills. 

In view of that election, do you know what might be the opinion 
of the executive department in 1959? 

Mr. Corry. Well, Mr. Haley, I have no doubts on that score at all. 
As you know, you are going to have a new Governor in California 
next year, the Republican candidate is Senator Knowland. He has 
already expressed himself as approving this project. 

The Democratic candidate is Attorney General Brown and he has 
likewise expressed himself as approving this project. 

So, whichever party prevails in the election this fall, the San Luis 
Reservoir project will go ahead in California. 

Mr. Ha.ey. Of course, that can go for your executive department, 
but you have no commitments from the 80 members or 40 members 
of your upper house. 

I am just asking these questions because out in California maybe 
you had a different system than we have down in Florida. 

Apparently you know who is going to be elected to what job a long 
time ahead. Wedonot knowthat. I just wondered if you have some 
different arrangement. You have out there—— 

Mr. Cosry. I might say historically, sir, that the State senate has 
had a great deal of continuity in its membership. That has changed 
somewhat recently. The assembly has a turnover generally of about 
20 percent. 

I see no reason to expect any substantial change this year. 

Mr. Harry. Senator, on the attempt to withdraw this bill from 
your assembly ways and means committee, I notice it was defeated by 
a vote of 46 to 28. Was there some parliamentary situation that pre- 
vailed there that would indicate +hat any of these 46 men, if they are 
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elected, might change their mind, or was the situation such that it 
was an extraordinary session ? 

Mr. Corry. Mr. Haley, I have talked to several of the people who 
voted, at the time they voted, because I was on the floor and they indi- 

cated were circumstances different, they would have voted differently. 

The indication, as I have said, is that circumstances are going to 
be different. 

Mr. Harry. I thank the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Sartor. Now, Senator, let me ask you this question: Has there 
been any study made by the State of California in regard to their cost 
if this dam is increased from 1 million to 2 million acre-feet, both as 
to construction and as to land acquisition ? 

Mr. Cosry. I think such studies have been made, Congressman Say- 
lor, but I would ask Mr. Banks, the State director of the Department 
of Water Resources, to answer that question. 

Mr. Sartor. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask if Mr. Banks has 
those studies, I think they should be made available to the commit- 
tee, and I think they should be made available especially in view of 
the fact that if this is to be reconstructed at 1 time the cost of the 
dam will be 1 figure, and if constructed at 2 different times, of course, 
it would be an entirely different figure. 

Mr. Asprnati. Mr. Banks, do you have those studies ? 

Mr. Banks. Yes, sir. We will be very glad to furnish such infor- 
mation that the committee may desire on that. 

Mr. Ener (presiding). Thank you very much. Will you get in 
touch with Mr. McFarland regarding it? 

(Committee Note: The information referred to is in the committee’s 
files. ) 

Mr. Sartor. That is all, sir. 

Mr. ENGLE. The gentleman from Florida. 

Mr. Harry. I do not believe I have any questions, Mr. Chairman. 
I am quite interested, of course, in the statement of the distinguished 
Senator about how they direct things out there. 

I am pretty sure if the distinguished chairman, who, I believe, is 
a candidate out there, might be the next Senator; I am pretty sure 
that he would be in favor of almost any bill that would get you some 
water out there. 

Mr. Sayior. Senator, let me ask you this question : 

This, of course, is just a matter of asking you to express an opinion, 
but from time to time when some of these projects have been before our 
committee this committee has placed a restriction in legislation stat- 
ing that no crops could be grown in an irrigated area during the con- 
struction period and for a period of 10 years thereafter that were in 
receipt of price supports. 

What would be your attitude—because I could not ask you to express 
the opinion of the people in the area—what. would be your own per- 
sonal attitude in regard to this bill if such a limitation were placed by 
this committee / 

Mr. Ruopes. I think it is true that ordinarily the limitation applies 
only to new land put into cultivation and not to lands which have been 
in cultivation and which have been growing crops which have been 
supported. 

Would the gentleman accept that modification to this question ? 

Mr. Sartor. That is correct. Some of us have always been of the 
opinion that we should have put that in as to all land in there. 
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In other words, if you are going to be in the trough, you ought to 
have only one end of the hog and not both. 

Mr. Ruopes. I did not mean to muddy the water. The gentleman 
may state the question however he wants it answered. 

Mr. Coney. Mr. Saylor, assuming that the present law is not 
changed, I do not think that will create any problem because as Mr. 
O'Neill indicated, if we get some good water on that land we will then 
be able to go in for a crop diversification that will permit us to get 
away from the support crops, for the supported crops. 

So, if it is as broad as you first stated it, that would be a bit more 
of a problem, but I still think the crop diversification would permit 
us to get away from it, 

Mr. Savior. Thank you. 

Mr. Asprnatu. The gentleman from Arizona. 

Mr. Ruopes. Sen: tor, what is the content of this bill which you in- 
troduced in the California State Legislature? 

Mr. Coney. In its initial form, Mr. Rhodes, Senate bill 1995 was in 
identical form to H. R. 6035. Now, what I propose in the next session 
is that if you enact H. R. 6035, again I will follow your bill ver- 
batim, with certain editing changes that are necessary by reason of 
the fact that it is State rather than Federal legislation—— 

Mr. Ruopes. Will it be necessary for the California Legislature 
to take any action concerning the priority of water uses, which I 
understand is part of the California constitution, to add validity to any 
contract which might be made for joint use between the State and 
Federal Governments? 

Mr. Copsey. No. As you indicated actually that is part of the water 
code, the statutes, rather than our constitution. 

Mr. Ruopes. It is not part of the constitution ? 

Mr. Corry. It is not part of the constitution to my knowledge. I 
can stand corrected on that, but as I recall the priority is stated in the 
water code and no in the constitution. 

So far as I know, there is no effort in California to change that 
priority at all. 

Mr. Ruopes. The priority, however, might have to be changed, 

might it not, in order to give validity to the relationship which I 
understand would arise under the Kern ‘County concept. 

In other words, if the State of California builds the reservoir and 
controls the reservoir, and controls the release of water from the 
reservoir, presumably it would do so in accordance with the laws of 
the State. 

Mr. Coser. That is correct. 

Mr. Ruoprs. According to priority, even though a contract is made 
for irrigation purposes, if later a higher priority user comes along and 
needs the water and water is not available by eminent domain or some 
other means, that water could be made available to the higher priority 
and taken away from the lower priority. 

So I am wondering how you are going to get around that particular 
situation so far as this contract with the Federal Government is con- 
cerned. 

Mr. Cosry. We don’t think we are going to have this problem—I 
may be wrong—for the reason that this } power of eminent domain that 
you are referri ing to is, of course, exercisable by a municipality. 
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Now, so far no municipality, and I am referring particularly to 
southern California, with respect to this Delta water, because that is 
where this water comes from primarily or exclusively, has indicated 
any interest in building on its own the pipelines as we call it, across the 
Tehapchipies. 

Under the State water plan that pipeline will be built by the State. 
It remains to be determined, as I see it, what priorities will attach in 
a State project. 

Do you see what I am getting at? 

Mr. Ruopes. I presume you mean that if Los Angeles decided it 
needed this water and proceeded under eminent domain to get it, that 
the State of California would require that Los Angeles construct its 
own ditch? 

Mr. Cosry. That is right. 

Mr. Ruopes. And not let it use the ditch constructed under the 
Feather River project by the State? 

Mr. Copry. I can assure you that the State senate would never per- 
mit that. 

Mr. Ruopes. There, again, Senator, you are getting into the situa- 
tion that the gentleman from Florida pointed out in predicting the 
futures of a political situation which may be less fluid perhaps than 
the situation I find in my State and which apparently the gentleman 
from Florida finds in his. 

Mr. Hatey. It is very definitely fluid in many States. 

Mr. Ruopes. However, you see no particular difficulty as far as 
this water-priority situation is concerned. 

Mr. Cosnry. No. It is my understanding, Mr. Rhodes, from the 
State department of water resources, that they feel that there is suf- 
ficient water available in the delta, surplus water, that even if a mu- 
nicipal-use priority were applied there would still be sufficient surplus 
water to take care of this San Luis service area. In other words, 
your irrigation area. 

Mr. Ruopes. You feel that the surplus of water is sufficient so that 
this particular legal problem will not come up and, therefore, you 
are not disposed to do anything to correct the legal problems based 
on that assumption ? 

Mr. Coney. I might say that Iam now in a hearing before the State 
water rights board on the waters of the San Joaquin River where 
one of the legal problems that will be determined will be, What is the 
respective priority as between a municipal filing and a State filing for 
the State water plan ? 

I imagine that it is entirely possible that that will end up in court 
and may very well be determined within the next few years. 

Mr. Ruopes. I think that it will be necessary, or should be neces- 
sary before many projects are authorized by this committee, to have 
a clearer statement of this law of the State of California as to these 
priorities. 

As you know, and as I think most people in California know, the 
metropolitan areas are growing very rapidly and there is no doubt as 
to the need of water. The source of supply is not as evident, unfor- 
tunately, as is the source of need. 

Mr. Cornry. Pardon me, sir; may I make a comment? 

Mr. Ruopes. Yes. 
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Mr. Cozry. The reason I do not feel that that will be an insur- 
mountable problem is this: Right now 90 percent of the water that 
is used in California is used by the farmers for irrigation. 

Under our California water plan, which is an attempt to solve our 
water problem in perpetuity, in which we estimate a population there 
of 40 million or above, as compared with our present population of 
14 million, still under those estimates the farmers will still be using 80 
percent of the water that is used. 

So, due to the comparatively small percentage that will be used 
by the urban areas, even with the increasing urbanization, I don’t 
think that will be a problem. 

Maybe I am overly optimistic; I don’t know. 

Mr. Ruopes. | hope} you are not. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Asprnauti. The gentleman from California, Mr. Sisk. 

Mr. Sisk. Mr. Chairman, I, too, would like to express my appre- 
ciation for having with us this morning Senator James Cobey, who 
has done a very outstanding job in representing a portion of my con- 
gressional district in the senate of the State of California. 

I am very happy to have this opportunity to make that comment. 
I think you have made an excellent statement. 

There are just 2 or 3 matters I would like to clarify here with ref- 
erence to some of the questions that have been discussed. 

Actually, in the discussions in the State legislature with reference 
to water and water matters and, in particular, with reference to votes 
on your legislation in the last session, was there any partisanship ¢ 

By that I mean, was there any particular political party supporting 
or opposing it, or was it not a bipartisan situation all the way 
through ? 

Mr. Cosry. Congressman Sisk, water is not a.partisan issue in Cali- 
fornia. It isa sectional issue, geographical. 

Mr. Stsx. That is what I want to bring out. That Democrats and 
Republicans alike are interested in water in California and that such 
problems as we have had have been of a geographical nature and not 
of a partis: in nature in any way; is that not correct ? 

Mr. Copsey. Yes. 

I might say I sometimes have as great a difficulty in persuading 
Assemblyman Porter here, who is in the hearing room, a Democrat, 
as I do in persuading Harold Levering, as a Republican from Los 
Angeles County. 

Mr. Sisk. I appreciate that. 

Is it generally true that at the time this bill was under considera 
tion in the assembly that the points in issue, and I have in mind now 
the county of origin question, the proposed constitutional amend- 
ment, and so on, were matters that all actually got involved in this 
issue and the vote itself does not necessarily reflect the position of in- 
dividuals on the San Luis? Would you agree ? 

Mr. Coser. I would agree that the vote in the assembly was not a 
vote on the merits of the San Luis. It was all tied in one ball and 
they were acting in a sort of chain-reaction fashion. Of course, the 
simple fact was that we ran out of time. 

Mr. Sisk. I certainly appreciate your statement, Senator, that the 
very deep interest and sincere desire on the part of the people, both 


| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 





SAN LUIS PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 109 


in the south as well as in the north, to resolve these difficulties, have 
led today to a far better atmosphere and that a great deal of contro- 
versy has been resolved. 

Would you agree with that? 

Mr. Corry. The present indications are certainly that way, Mr. 
Sisk. 

Mr. Sisk. After all, I think at no time have any of us attempted 
to call in and question the sincerity of any individual involved. It 
has been essentially a proposition that water is all important and that 
it takes sometime to work out the difficulties and that, therefore, we 
have moved forward in the solving of those and on that you have pre- 
dicated your feeling as to what will happen in the coming legislature. 

Mr. Coser. That is correct. 

Mr. Sisk. I have one further clarification on the part of the ques- 
tion by my good friend and colleague from Pennsylvania regarding 
supports. 

Would you not agree with me, Senator, that we in this west-side 
area in California would probably be better off if we had no price 
supports requiring acreage control ¢ 

Mr. Cosry. Let us put it this way, Congressman Sisk: In certain 
areas we certainly don’t need price supports. Beyond that I prefer 
not to go since it is exclusively a Federal question. 

Mr. Sisk. I realize that that was a double-barreled question, but 
in view of the popularity and the very great desire for our California 
cotton this year, and the fact that we have not put any of it into loan, 
it would indicate that price supports as such are not very much of an 
issue in this instance. 

Mr. Cozry. Not with respect to cotton. You remember, we also 
represent a large dairy area 

Mr. Sisk. I have in mind the dairy industry, but in view of this 
particular area we are referring to alfalfa and to the feeds and so 
forth, primarily, that are grown : here rather than the dairy industry, 
since there is no dairy industry in this area ? 

Mr. Cosry. Yes, sir; in the San Luis area that is correct. 

Mr. Sisk. I just want to bring out that it is my belief, and I gen- 
erally feel it is concurred in by the majority of the people in the area 
to be served, that whether we had the limitation which was indicated 
by the gentleman from Pennsylvania or did not have it, it would 
probably not make a great deal of difference. 

Mr. Cozry. It would not be of material c onsequence. 

Mr. Asprnati. Does the gentleman from Utah have any questions. 

Mr. Dawson. I will ask a question that perhaps has already been 
answered. 

Have you finally agreed on a bill? Have you agreed on the Hagen 
bill and were you all unanimous? 

Yesterday I understand there was some question as to whether you 
would come to a meeting of minds on this matter, the various groups. 
Do I understand now that your groups have gotten together and have 
agreed on the Hagen bill? 

Mr. Sisk. Is the gentleman asking the question of me or the wit- 
ness ¢ 

Mr. Dawson. You. Or I should say the Sisk bill as amended by the 
provisions of the Hagen bill ? 

20421—-58——_-8 
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Mr. Asprnatu. Just a moment, gentlemen, those are matters which 
we can take care of when it comes up before the committee for deter- 
mination. 

What we are hearing now are witnesses from the area on the Sisk 
bill and related bills. If the question is to be directed to the senator, 
that is fine. Otherwise, I am going to ask you to please cooperate 
with the committee. 

Mr. Dawson. I will address it to the senator and ask if the Cali- 
fornia delegation are not agreed on the provisions of the bill they 
want to present to this committee. 

Mr. Cosry. Mr. Dawson, I might say, as I said in my prepared 
statement, that I think that the ‘people from California, the water 
users, are generally agreed on the principle of partnership with re- 
spect to this particular project. 

I do not think that we are — at this point completely on all 
the details of that partnership. I do feel that the amendments to Mr. 
Sisk’s bill that were proposed yesterday by the State director of water 
resources—if those amendments in substance are adopted I think you 
will find that the State of California, that is, the groups therein, will 
unite behind it. 

Mr. Dawson. That is all. 

Mr. Asprnati. The gentleman from Colorado, Mr. Chenoweth. 

Mr. Cuenowern. Senator, how long have you been in the State 
Senate of California ? 

Mr. Copsey. I am only a freshman, Mr. Chenoweth. I went in 
in 1954. 

Mr. Cupnowern. I see you are making a good start. 

Mr. Copsey. It is a very fascinating job. 

Mr. Cuenowern. Is there any precedent in the legislative history 
of the assembly for a joint bill of this type, a partnership bill, on 
water projects? 

Mr. Cosry. Not within my knowledge, Mr. Chenoweth, but I may 
be wrong about that. 

Mr. CuenowetnH. You would introduce an identical bill that passed 
Congress ¢ 

Mr. Copry. Yes. 

Mr. Cuenoweru. Would not your bill be in a little different form ? 

Mr. Cosey. In a little different form, editingwise, but the substance 
of it would be precisely the same. 

Mr. Cuenowern. What do you seek to accomplish through your 
bill? 

Mr. Copry. What we are seeking to accomplish through our bill 
there is specific approval. As I indicated earlier, legally the director 
could proceed to enter into this agreement under your bill without 
any additional State legislation, but we in the legislature like to keep 
this policymaking function pretty well in our hands and the State 
department concurs, so they would be happier, too, if they had specific 
approval. 

Mr. CuHenowern. You would have the legislature ratifying and 
confirming what the executive department would do. 

Mr. Cosry. That is right. 

Mr. Asprnati. The gentleman from California, Mr. Utt. 

Mr. Urr. Senator Cobey, I wanted to question you about this regu- 
lar session in 1959. You made a certain prophecy as to the fact that 
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your bill in its new form would probably meet acceptance, especially 


by the assemblymen from Los Angeles County that opposed it the last 
time. 


Mr. Corry. Yes. 

Mr. Urr. Would your prophecy be the same if the Governor called 
a special session in March and brought this matter up? 

Mr. Coser. I would not be quite so optimistic, Mr. Utt, for this 
reason: Unless his call is very, very narrowly limited, it is entirely 
possible that if we have a special session this year on water we will 
vet into all of our water controversies. If we get into all of our water 
controversies we may not be able to resolve very many of them this 
year, 

Mr. Urr. Would you say it is limited to this one area, that it would 
have acceptance in the present legislature ? 

Mr. Copry. There, again, I would have to say that I would not be 
so optimistic on a special session this year as I would be on a general 
session next year. 

Mr. Urr. I am going to ask you the leading question, Why? 

Mr. Copry. In the first place, it takes time to work these things 
out. As I indicated, we have not worked out the details of our over- 
all agreement. 

Secondly, we will be closer, I hope, to the solution of some of these 
ther problems next year than we are this year. 

What happened in the session last year, as I indicated, was that 
everything got wrapped up in one ball and the ball did not move. 
We hit a stalemate. 

Mr. Urr. You made a statement that this question is not a partisan 
tian ‘The Democrats and Republicans both are in favor of water. 

Mr. Cosry. That is right, in favor of water development. 

Mr. Urr. Would there not be some implication in your statement, 
that you hel not be optimistic, that would lead us to believe that 
it might be polities if it were brought up this year ? 

Mr. Cosry. I will be glad to be this specific, Mr. Utt, in response 
to your question: We are now at the tail end of a gubernatorial ad- 
ministration. Next year we will be at the commencement of a new 
cubernatorial administrator. 

Mr. Urr. But we have a governor at the present time who was 
committed by Mr. Banks yesterday to accept this legislation and if the 
call is made and is narrowed down, and I am convinced that there 
will be a water session this year involving this particular bill, and if 
it meets defeat would it not be because it would be for political 
embarrassment ? 

Mr. Corry. I would not say that, Mr. Utt. I am a Democrat. I 
carried this bill in the last session, although it was a bill that was 
sponsored by the governor. If there is an indication that we can 
do something this year in a special session I would have no objection 
to carrying the State Department of Water Resources bill on this 
subject again. 

I would expend the same amount of effort, which was considerable, 
to get it passed. 

Mr. Urr. Would you say that if it were passed at this special session 


in March, that it would be possible to move up the cutoff date from 
1960 to 1959? 
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Mr. Coser. I would want to give a little thought to that, but the 
earlier we act the better. 

With respect to his matter of party partisanship, I mi ight point 
out again that, as you probably know, the State senate is divided 20 
to 20 and it was the State senate that over whelmingly approved this 
bill last time. 

The assembly is now 43 Republicans to 37 Democrats. So the 
problem of passage is not at least a Democratic Party problem. 

Mr. Urr. No, but it would seem to me if it could be moved up 1 year 
that it would be very beneficial and helpful to the people in the San 
Luis area. 

Mr. Cosry. Yes, I think it would be beneficial throughout the State 
if we can act quicker. 

Mr. Urr. Would you make an effort to have approval by the State 
legislature in 1958 rather than 1959, if it does bog down in politics? 

Mr. Cosry. I have no objection to such an effort being made. It 
is just that if the effort is unsuccessful it reduces our chances some- 
what the following year ; that is all. 

Mr. Urr. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Asrrnatu. Are there any further questions? 

Thank you very much, Senator. 

Mr. Coser. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. AsprnaLt. With the understanding, then, that we shall meet 
this afternoon to hear Mr. Sehlmeyer and the members of the house 
who wish to make their presentations, orally, we will stand in ad- 
journment at this time until 2: 30 p. m. 

(Thereupon, at 11:45 a. m., the subcommittee was recessed until 
2:30 p. m., same day). 

AFTERNOON SESSION 


Mr. Asprnatt. The Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation 
will be in session for continued hearing on H. R. 6035 and kindred 
bills. 

The first witness this afternoon is Mr. George Sehlmeyer, master 
of the California State Grange. I understand Mr. Sehlmeyer, who 
appeared before the committee in 1956, does not have a written state- 
ment to present but wishes to make a short oral statement, which 
procedure is contrary to our rules. Unless there is an objection, we 
will permit the statement to be made at this time. 

Hearing no objection, it is so ordered. Proceed, sir. 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE SEHLMEYER, MASTER, CALIFORNIA 
STATE GRANGE 


Mr. Srenv_meyer. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, I 
am here representing the California State Grange, a general farm 
organization having membership in all parts of C ‘alifornia, and also 
the California W ater and Power Users Association, an organization 
set. up in 1954 to discuss water problems in California. 

It is apparent this hearing, Mr. Chairman, is based somewhat on 
the premise of Congressman Sisk’s bill and that the State of Cali- 
fornia will proceed ‘with the Feather River project and the partner- 
ship program can be adopted. 
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I would first like to say that the California State Grange has been 
active in water development in California since 1934. It was my 
privilege in that year to come to Washington in company with some 
of the officers of the California government to ask for the first ap- 
propriation for the development of the Central Valley project, and 
since that time we have been active in it. 

The Central Valley project, embracing the Sacramento and San 
Joaquin watersheds, has been efficiently managed and constructed by 
the Bureau of Reclamation. 

The State grange takes this position so far as San Luis Rey Res- 
ervoir is concerned. We believe that the Federal Government should 
proceed at the earliest possible date to construct the necessary facili- 
ties, at least to serve water to the San Luis area and the other areas 
included in the general program. 

The partnership with the State seems to be rather vague still, and 
it is rather hard to reach any conclusion as to its workability. Just 
how it will be managed is difficut to understand. 

We have learned that the Government will distribute water in the 
San Luis area for somewhere around $7 or $7.50 per acre-foot. Yes- 
terday we had a report, which hasn’t been verified, that the State cost 
would be $12.75 per acre-foot. Just how these two conflicting prices 
would affect the partnership program is difficult to determine. 

The Federal impounded water would be subject to the acreage 
limitation of reclamation law, while the State water would not have 
that restriction. 

California has a major water problem. I might say in passing, Mr. 
Chairman, we used to speak of the arid West but now the problem has 
become almost nationwide. Farmers in New Jersey 2 years ago said 
their wells were developing salt water. Farmers in L[llinois said 
farmers in the Midwest would have to start irrigating before too long. 

In California we have some very deficient areas in the valleys, 
coastal areas, and in the south. The California State Grange takes 
the position that the Feather River project should be included in 
and made an integral part of the Central Valley project. This is also 
concurred in by the California Water and Power Users Association. 

Up to this time, we have not been abse to get any very definite 
information as to just how the project will be operated, just how much 
it would cost to deliver water in southern California, what power 
would be necessary to lift the water over the Tehachapi Range. It 
was generally stated around the legislature the last session that power 
would pay a great part of the cost of the project, but it is generally 
conceded in some statements by competent engineers that the project 
itself would fall short of about $30 million per year of finding power 
enough to pump the water over the Tehachapi Range. 

The California State Grange has membership in southern Cali- 
fornia as well as northern. We believe the people down there are 
entitled to their share of the water. 

But in the conflict in the legislature of California, the counties 
who are now operating under the county of origin law, which protects 
them from having their water taken away from them, have not yet 
conceded they will go along the way the Feather River project is 
now designed. 

Likewise, throughout California, organizations have sprung up in 
the last year or two to stop the program of a firm supply of water 
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for southern California. The latest estimate we have was 1,800,000 
acre-feet. 

People in the mountainous areas where this water originates are 
determined in their position that they should be protected. 

Along with many other problems which confront the partnership 
program in the San Luis area and the water development in Cali- 
fornia generally is a more recent move by the for oo water authority 
of the State to build a dam or barrier across the Sacramento River 
at a place called Junction Point which is some miles above the city 
of Buena Vista and to take the fresh water out of the river by aque- 
duct for fresh water supply for the delta areas. If this is done, we 
are fearful that with aie the San Joaquin runoff to keep the salt 
water back, difficulties may arise at the Tracey plant with salt 
invasion. 

The California State Grange and other organizations have for 
several years contended that there should be a barrier across the 
straits beyond the confluence of the Sacramento and the San Joaquin 
to retard the inward flow of salt water. 

This is related to San Luis because the San Luis Reservoir is in- 
tended as a starting point for water delivery. 

The question of prices: The Folsom Dam on the American River 
is just now starting to make contracts and some have been made for 
the delivery of water in that area. In the immediate area of the 
project, farmers probably receive water for $2.75 per acre-foot canal- 
side, In some areas where there has to be transportation it may rise 
as high as $3.50. 

It was my privilege to serve on one of the committees appointed by 
the Bureau of Reclamation to settle prices for water of Friant and 
Shasta Dams. ‘The committee of which I was a member started their 
program with the idea of how much farmers can pay for water, and 
the price generally arrived at was $3.50 per acre-foot canalside: and 
then the rest was allocated to power, flood control, and, on those two 
rivers, navigation. They are the only two rivers in California which 
have navigation. 

Folsom Dam on the American River first started out as a 355,000- 
acre-feet low-level flood-control dam. The California State Grange 
and other organizations interested in that have had it raised to a mil- 
lion acre-feet, and now it is one of the main projects in California for 
water conservation. 

We feel the whole problem of water in California is still very much 
confused. Our organization, along with the Water and Power Users 
Association, is firmly of the conviction that when the State entered 
into the Feather River project, even after the Bureau of Reclamation 
had their plans ready for submitting to Congress to include it as part 
of the Central Valley project, has done much to disrupt orderly con- 
servation of water in California. Therefore, the California State 
Grange will oppose the Farther availability of funds for the Feather 
River “by the government of California. 

We believe the Bureau of Reclamation can make water available 
at lower prices, and can make the power available to the areas where 
it is generated. 

We believe, Mr. Chairman, that in the event that the State of Cali- 
fornia does not proceed, there should be no further delays in the 
construction of the San Luis Reservoir. 
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Four hundred and forty thousand acres of land that is not surpassed 
anywhere in the West in fertility is at stake if delay is too long, and 
that is not the only area. 

We therefore most respectfully submit to this committee and to you 
that the Congress proceed with the development of San Luis at the 
earliest possible time. 

I might add, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, we most 
sincerely hope that the Congress will not be too far influenced by the 
attitude of the Bureau of Budget that there could be no more money 
spent on these projects until the Armed Forces have been sameness are of. 

Mr. AspiNaui. I believe the members will take care of that 
situation. 

Mr. Seutmeyer. I am glad to hear that. We feel water conserva- 
tion and power development have such a tremendous impact on our 
domestic economy they should not be delayed too long. 

Mr. Chairman, This is the end of my verbal statement. I thank the 
committee for the privilege of appearing before you. 

Mr. Asprnatu. As I understand your statement, Mr. Sehlmeyer, 
it is to the effect you and your organization favor unqualifiedly the 
San Luis project as such, is that correct ? 

Mr. Sentmeyer. Federal construction, yes. 

Mr. Asptnauu. Federal construction which is now proposed in the 
Sisk or Gubser bill ? 

Mr. Sruutmeyer. Yes. 

Mr. Aspinati. That you give qualified endorsement to the part- 
nership program that is proposed ; is that correct ¢ 

Mr. Senumeyer. No, Mr. Chairman. As has now been suggested, 
we do not believe a successful partnership can be carried on with the 
wide divergence in the price of water between the two agencies and the 
difference in the administration of the water in reclamation and 
California law. 

Mr. Asprnauu. In other words, if the added facilities are to be 
given to take care of the delivery of water to another area outside of 
San Luis area, it should be Federal construction ; is that right 4 

Mr. Seru_Meyer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Asprnatt. Would you favor a provision in the bill that if the 
partnership approach is approved by the committee, any agreement 
arrived at between the Federal Government representatives and the 
representatives of the State of California should come back to the 
Congress for approval by Congress before construction is started on 
any part of the project 

Mr. Sen~meyer. You mean, would we approve such a plan? 

Mr. Asprnatt. Would that be in line with your thinking at the 
present time? 

Mr. Senumeyer. Mr. Chairman, I would have to get the consent 
of our organization on those matters. I do not have the authority as 
an individual to commit our organization to any plan. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Speaking away from your organization, and speak- 
ing as an individual who has studied this matter a great deal, what 
would your individual position be ? 

Mr. Sentmeryer. Personally, I am in full accord with the program 
of the California State Grange. They have supported the develop- 
ment of the Central Valley project as a coordinated Federal project, 
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constructed and administered by the Bureau of Reclamation. I think, 
to some extent, this answers your question as to whether or not we 
would go along with the partnership proposal. 

At the present time, the position of the State grange would be 
adverse to that. 

Mr. Asprnatu. The gentleman from California, Mr. Hosmer. 

Mr. Hosmer. When did the grange adopt its view regarding the 
San Luis development ? 

Mr. Senumeyer. I did not hear the question. 

Mr. Hosmer. When did the State grange adopt the views you have 
expressed today ? 

Mr. Seutmeyer. At the last session, in October of 1957, they re- 
affirmed their former position. 

Mr. Hosmer. Was that by some resolution passed at a meeting of 
some kind? 

Mr. Stuimeyer. At the State convention. 

Mr. Hosmer. Was it debated just before it was passed or was it 
pro forma ? 

Mr. Sentmeyer. We follow this rule: Resolutions which come be- 
fore our State convention are submitted by the local and county 
granges. They are referred to a committee for study and the commit- 
tee reports them back on the floor, the delegates discuss them and 
vote; and when they vote and adopt a program or a resolution, as 
head of the State grange, I am bound by that action. 

Mr. Hosmer. Were you present when this resolution was reaffirmed 
last October ? 

Mr. SrHLMEyeER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hosmer. Was there any debate upon it at the time? 

Mr. SEHLMEYER. Very little. 

Mr. Hosmer. I reserve the balance of my time, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Asprnatu. The gentleman from California, Mr. Sisk. 

Mr. Sisk. I have no questions, Mr. Chairman. 

I appreciate the fact Mr. Sehlmeyer is here and I appreciate his 
great interest in water that has gone on over a great many years. 
Thank you. 

Mr. Asprnaty. The gentleman from Arizona, Mr. Rhodes. 

Mr. Ruopres. Mr. Sehlmeyer, you made the remark you preferred 
that this be a Federal project for, among other things, the reason that 
reclamation law would apply and not California water law. What 
did you mean by that ? 

Mr. Seutmeyrer. The water impounded by the Federal Govern- 
ment would be subject to the acreage limitation. 

Mr. Ruopes. Would be subject to what ? 

Mr. Seutmeyer. The acreage limitation. And the water im- 
pounded by California would not be subject to the same restriction. 

Mr. Ruopes. That is all you meant? 

Mr. Seutmeyer. That is one of them. 

Mr. Ruopes. Do you have any other reasons? 

Mr. Senumeyer. We think there would be some conflict in the ad- 
ministration insofar as delivery of water is concerned. With the 
prices that have been announced, or at least talked about, of $7.50 
an acre-foot for Federal water and $12.75 for State project water, 
you would have, in my opinion, an almost unworkable partnership 
program. 
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Mr. Ruopes. Did you have in mind the difference in priorities as 
to use according to California law ? 

Mr. SeHLMEYER. No, I just had in mind then the difference in price 
of water, And the other, as referred to a minute ago, reclamation 
law and acreage limitation. 

Mr. Ruopes. That is all. 

Mr. Asprnatu. The gentleman from California, Mr. Utt. 

Mr. Urr. You did not touch on the possibility of interchange of 
power with P. G. & E. and increasing the purchase capacity in 
order to get offpeak power. Has the grange taken any position on 
that matter ? 

Mr. Srntmeyer. Not up to this time because we have not been able 
to learn just what the program is, so far. The water will have to be 
lifted, as I understand, 400 feet from the Delta-Mendota Canal to the 
San Luis Reservoir and it will require a lot of power. And likewise, 
the lift over the Tehachapi Range, some 3,600 feet, will likewise re- 
quire a large amount of power. 

My observation, as a result of discussing the matter with a com- 
petent engineer whose name I am not privileged to use, is that it 
would require approximately 30 to 35 million dollars a year out of 
the State treasury to pump the water over the ridge. 

The project will not develop enough power for that; there must. be 
outside power purchased. 

Mr. Urr. Is it your belief that the problem of the 160-acre limita- 
tion could not be resolved as between the Federal water and the State 
water, it would always be a matter of whose water was going on whose 
land ? 

Mr. Sent~meyer. Congressman, the only way I know it could be 
done would be for Congress to exempt the project from the acreage 
ee under the irrigation law of the Federal Government. 

Mr. Urr. The entire project ? 

Mr. Sh MEYER. On San Luis; if the two waters are from State 
and Federal impounding, one would be subject to acreage limitation 
and the other not. 

If the water impounded by the Federal Government would no 
longer be subject to acreage limitation and made parallel to State 
impounded water. in my opinion, the only way that could be done 
would be for the Congress to remove the acreage limitation in Federal 
law. 

Mr. Urr. I would hope that would not be the result. I think that 
problem could be resolved and still leave the acreage limitation on the 
Federal portion. 

Mr. Srnumerer. We are in thorough agreement with your opinion 
on the remaining in force on the F ederal water. 

Mr. Urr. It is your belief, or the belief of the Grange, that the 
entire Feather River project should be a Federal project! 7 

Mr. Senumeyer. Yes, sir; the State convention voted that way last 
October and the California Water and Power Users Association, made 
up of farm groups and water users, and all the labor groups in Cali- 
fornia, wor ise took a similar position just very recently. 

Mr. Urr. What is the estimated cost of the Feather River project? 

Mr. fea ER. The estimated cost we have heard so far sub- 
mitted has been $1,500,000,000. 
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Mr. Urr. You feel that should all be paid by the Federal Govern- 
ment ? 

Mr. Senumeyer. I think, Congressman, that the Federal Govern- 
ment would build a project for less, could deliver the water for less, 
and would generate the power and keep it within the project. 

Mr. Urr. I think that is all, Mr. Chairman, with the exception 
that I am very happy to have Mr. Sehlmeyer here. We have had 
very many sessions in Sacramento in the years gone by and some- 
times we agreed and sometimes we did not. I am glad you are here. 

Mr. AsprnaLu. The gentleman from Wyoming, Mr. Thomson. 

Mr. Tuomson. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask Mr. Sehlmeyer 
here: You state that the ultimate cost of this project would be $1,500 
million. 

Mr. Sentmeyer. I would not say, Congressman, that that would be 
the only cost, if I understand you correctly. I said that was the 
estimated cost: we have heard so far. 

Mr. THomson. You made the statement that the Federal Govern- 
ment would build it cheaper, if I understood you. 

Mr. Sen_meyer. We have proposed a plan that the Federal Gov- 
ernment build the Feather River project and transport the water 
to the San Luis project and let southern California build its own 
aqueduct and buy the water from the Federal Government. We 
think they can get water in southern California at less cost than the 
Feather River project proposes, and the present controversy in Cali- 
fornia over a firm supply or an allocated supply would, to a large 
extent, be relieved. 

Mr. THomson. Do you or do you not say that the Federal Govern- 
ment can build this project cheaper than anybody else? 

Mr. Asprnau. Will my colleague yield at that place? 

Mr. THomson. Yes. 

Mr. Asprnaty. My colleague is in perfect order because Mr. Sehl- 
meyer brought this matter up, but the chairman wishes to advise you 
that the Feather River project and Federal construction is not under 
consideration by this committee. 

Mr. THomson. I appreciate that. It was a new line of thinking 
to me, the Federal Government building anything cheaper. 

I will withdraw my question. 

Mr. Asprnauu. The gentleman from Nebraska, Mr. Weaver. 

Mr. Weaver. I have no questions. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Senumeyer. Thank you. 

Mr. Asprnati. The Chair has a letter of transmittal together with 
a 3-page statement from the California Farm Research and Legisla- 
tive Committee with the request that the statement be made a part 
of the record. It is a qualified endorsement of the Sisk bill. As I 
understand, it endorses that part of the Gubser bill which is dif- 
ferent from the Sisk bill. 

Is there any objection to having this made a part of the record 
at this point ? 

Mr. Hosmer. I reserve the right to object. 

(The document was examined. ) 

Mr. Hosmer. I withdraw my reservation. 
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Mr. Asprnauu. It will be accepted with the understanding there is 
no opportunity for cross-examining the author. 

It is so ordered. 

(The document follows :) 


CALIFORNIA FarM RESEARCH AND LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE, 
Santa Clara, Calif., January 14, 1958. 
Hon. WAYNE ASPINALL, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Reclamation, 
House Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear CONGRESSMAN: Attached herewith is the official statement of the Cali- 
fornia Farm Research & Legislative Committee in support of Federal construc- 
tion of the San Luis project, California, as provided in the following bills being 
heard by your subcommittee (January 15-17): H. R. 6035, Sisk; H. R. 7295, 
Gubser ; and 8S. 1887, Knowland and Kuchel. 

Please note that we oppose H. R. 2452, Hosmer, and H. R. 7047, Utt. 

We would appreciate having this statement made part of the record and have 
asked the authors of the various measures which we support to have the ma- 
terial read into the record if possible. 

Thank you for your cooperation, 

Sincerely, 
Mrs. Grace McDona.p, Executive Secretary. 


STATEMENT OF CALIFORNIA FARM RESEARCH AND LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE IN 
SuPPorT OF FEDERAL CONSTRUCTION OF THE SAN LUIS PROJECT, CALIFORNIA, 
AND RELATED WORKS 


Hon. Wayne Aspinall, subcommittee chairman and members of the subcom- 
mittee and full committee. 

Our committee urges immediate congressional authorization of a Federal San 
Luis project and related works, California. 

We speak for 1,000 committee members operating their own commercial farms 
and for affiliated producer cooperatives. Our members are located in every 
agricultural area in California and produce nearly every type of farm com- 
modity grown in this leading agricultural State. 

We speak, as well, for church, labor and community organizations including 
soil conservation and water districts who are affiliated with us and support 
our reclamation policies. 

We specifically urge passage of: 

H. R. 6035, Sisk (March 14, 1957); H. R. 7295, Gubser (May 7, 1957) ; and 
S. 1887, Knowland and Kuchel (April 16, 1957). 

We oppose H. R. 2452, Hosmer (Jan. 10, 1957) and an identical bill, H. R. 
7047, Utt, because these measures propose State construction and operation with 
Federal financial assistance without the historical safeguards enacted by Con- 
gress in Federal reclamation law. 

The specific difference between the Gubser bill, H. R. 7295, and the other 
measures we support, is the inclusion under section 4, page 8 of authorization 
by the Secretary of Interior to extend the water service area of the San Luis 
unit of the Central Valley project to Santa Clara, San Benito, and Alameda 
Counties and to construct the Santa Clara-SanBenito-Alameda unit, provided 
its physical and economic feasibility is established. 

Our position in proposing that the benefits of the San Luis project, be 
extended to the central coastal area is based on testimony placed before the 
House Interior and Insular Affairs Committee at the May 1956 hearing as to 
overdraft of available water supplies in these three counties. 

Because of continued and accelerated increases in population and industry in 
the areas and intensified irrigation to compensate for subdivision and highway 
encroachment on farmland necessitating shifts in type of crops under cultivation, 
the need for imported water is becoming more urgent. 

In this connection we call attention to the statement made by Gov. Goodwin 
J. Knight of California January 10, 1958, citing the importance of the San Luis 
Reservoir to the central coastal area and the need to include this area in the 
San Luis project and related works, once the Department of Interior has com- 
pleted a feasibility report. 
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The California Farm Research and Legislative Committee has continuously 
supported a Federally constructed San Luis project fully integrated with all 
existing and to be authorized phases of the Central Valley and Trinity River 
projects and to be operated in accordance with the public power and acreage pro- 
visions of reclamation law. 

The Trinity project is now under construction and bills which we favor take 
into consideration Federal-State cooperation to utilize the San Luis Reservoir 
for possible additional storage under the State water plan. Therefore delay in 
authorizing the San Luis project is justified. 

Since our position on the San Luis project is not a matter of record in the 
85th Congress, we appreciate the opportunity afforded by your subcommittee to 
present our views. 

In a statement compiled in 1955 by the California State Department of Agri- 
culture in support of a Trinity-San Luis project, attention was called to the 
“alarming drop in ground water supplies” in the San Joaquin Valley “as a result 
of heavy pumping,” and the “serious economic curtailment of farming activity” 
which would result from failure to conserve and utilize presently wasted supplies 
of Trinity River water. 

This drop in ground water supplies has been aggravated rather than allevi- 
ated. 

Water impounded in San Luis Reservoir will come from the San Joaquin- 
Sacramento Delta. Privately and publicly owned reservoirs in the northern 
portion of the State cannot control the normal winter runoff from the swollen 
rivers of this area. Thus large surplus flows of waste waters pass through the 
Delta and empty into the Pacific Ocean each winter. 

These waters pass the Tracy Pumping Plant when its huge pumps are idle 
because no storage reservoirs have been constructed to hold this winter flow. 

The San Luis project would utilize this idle equipment to pump surplus water 
into its storage reservoir for irrigation use during crop seasons. 

Some 500,000 acres would be irrigated with impounded San Luis water. 
Speaking of the economic value of this land, the State department of agricul- 
ture said: 

“These lands are predominantly excellent in quality, suitable for a wide variety 
of crops, and much of the service area has been developed to irrigation through 
the expenditure of large sums of private capital; however, the locally available 
ground water and surface supplies are inadequate for the area. 

“Under conditions of full development with project water available, it is an- 
ticipated that 75 percent of these lands will be used for production of high value 
truck, field, and forage crops such as melons, vegetables, and alfalfa, destined 
both for cash sale and for consumption by dairy stock supplying milk to the 
San Francisco Bay area and other urban markets.” 

We may add that a large proportion of replacement stock for daily herds sup- 
plying southern California comes from the San Joaquin Valley and that the 
population of southern California will be vitally affected beneficially or adversely 
dependent on whether the San Joaquin Valley receives adequate water supplies 
for farm production or loses its productivity because such aid is denied. 

Gross annual farm income in Merced, Fresno, and Kings Counties exceeds half 
a billion dollars. While only a portion of this wealth would be directly saved as 
a result of supplementary water from San Luis, indirect benefits would actually 
be valleywide because the new supply will decrease the present serious overdraft 
of underground water. 

The annual withdrawal of water from existing wells in the San Luis service 
area, which includes the San Luis Water District (Merced County), the Panoche 
Water District (Fresno County and Merced County), and the Westlands Water 
District (Fresno County), amounts to more than 1 million acre-feet a year. 
Annual drop in water table averages 25 feet. 

The San Luis Reservoir would initially impound 1 million acre-feet of pres- 
ently wasted winter surplus, and release the water during irrigation season 
through the proposed San Luis Canal system extending from the Pacheco Pass 
through Fresno County and into Kings. 

Farther southward transportation to a proposed Avenal Gap Reservoir, al- 
though not included in the bills before your subcommittee is an essential exten- 
sion of the project. 

We approve a foresighted increase in ultimate San Luis Reservoir capacity so 
that provision may be made to store additional water from the Feather River 
project regardless of whether this project is constructed by the State or Federal 
Government, provided reclamation law is embodied in the expanded project. 








SAN LUIS PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 121 


Integration of all water and power supplies are imperative if California is to 
meet the responsibilities of its rapidly mounting municipal, industrial, and agri- 
cultural needs. 

The entire economy of our State and Nation is affected by the well-being of its 
agricultural base. 

What the nearly $3 billion annual gross income from California farms means 
to the rest of the economy is shown by a recent State chamber of commerce 
report. This showed that the State’s farmers spend $314 million annually for 
livestock and poultry feed; $100 million for commercial fertilizer ; $440 million 
for hired labor ; $70 million for petroleum products. 

Farm commodities account for one-third of all railway freight traffic in the 
State. Supplying one-third of the Nation’s canned food products, a large pro- 
portion of which originate in the service area of the San Luis project, every State 
will benefit from conservation of this annual reservoir of food and fiber. Han- 
dling and processing of raw farm products provides an additional tax base of 
$5.7 billion. 

The San Luis project, proven feasible by engineering standards of the Bureau 
of Reclamation has a 2.5 to 1 benefit-ratio. Water can be delivered to the im- 
mediate service area at $7.50 an acre-foot. 

There is no alternative to the San Luis project which is the only available 
means for saving the agricultural wealth of the west side of the San Joaquin 
Valley. 

As wells now being drilled go deeper and deeper and cost more and more 
thousands of dollars to drill, the price of irrigation water, added to other con- 
stantly rising production expenses, becomes prohibitive. 

Even where wells are sunk there is no certainty that they will not bring boron 
and salt up with water in such quantities as to poison the land. 

The San Luis project is merely an extension of already financed and con- 
structed features of the Central Valley project such as the Tracy Pumping Plant 
and the Delta-Mendota Canal, in which the people of our Nation have already 
invested more than $75 million. 

Federal investment in reservoir and pumping plant to lift and store water 
into the San Luis Reservoir would, moreover, be fully repaid through contracts 
with water districts within a 40-year period. 

Agricultural wealth, conserved and expanded through project water, will pro- 
vide additional millions of dollars to municipal, county, State and Federal Gov- 
ernment in the form of auxiliary businesses, employment, economic stability, 
and taxes. 

Were the San Luis project under construction today it would provide a sub- 
stantial deterrent to growing unemployment and stalemated rural business. 
Since we have allowed this opportunity to be delayed, let us take the essen- 
tial step now to get this project underway. It can be completed within 5 or 6 
years if financed and constructed by the Federal Government, as provided in the 
Sisk, Gubser, Knowland-Kuchel measures before your subcommittee. 

We urge you to carry the Trinity Diversion project, now under construction, 
to its logical expanded development, and authorize immediate construction of 
the San Luis Reservoir project. 


Mr. Asprnatxi. At this time, the Chair would like to call upon our 


colleague, Congressman McFall, of California, for a statement he 
wishes to present in person. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN J. McFALL, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. McF atu. I have a written statement here. 

I would like to merely state I am very much in favor of Mr. Sisk’s 
legislation. I would hope that some sort of compromise would be 
worked out so that this legislation can go through, and merely submit 
this for inclusion in the record at this time. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Unless there is an objection, the statement of Con- 
gressman McFall will be made a part of the record. 

Would you rather have it at this place or would you rather have it 
at the place granted to you yesterday under unanimous consent ? 
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Mr. McFauxz. At this point, if you please, Mr. Chairman. Thank 
you. 

Mr. Asprnatu. It is so ordered. 

(The document follows:) 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN JOHN J. MCFALL, 11TH District, CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Chairman: Thank you for this opportunity to enter testimony in support 
of H. R. 6035, the Sisk bill, which would authorize joint Federal-State develop- 
ment of the San Luis unit as a part of the Central Valley project. 

The interests of all parts of California are fairly represented in H. R. 6035. 
This bill would permit the development of a true partnership among the water 
users, the State of California, and the Federal Government. The San Luis will 
be integrated both physically and financially with the Central Valley project. 

As you gentlemen well know, a basic objective of this legislation is immediate 
construction of some facilities to make available surplus water in critical areas 
at the earliest possible moment, followed by a larger construction program 
which will increase the quantity of water available on a permanent basis. 

Terms of the legislation have been worked cut during months of discussions, 
engineering studies, and conferences at which the major differences have been 
ironed out. It is my understanding that a number of groups are now in Wash- 
ington attempting to draw up certain amendments to this bill. Such changes 
might make the proposed legislation even more acceptable to all parties. How- 
ever, I would suggest they should not be adopted unless agreeable to the author 
of the bill, the Department of the Interior, and the State of California. 

The Secretary of the Interior has described this project as “economically 
feasible and with a very favorable benefit-cost ratio.” 

Now that there finally is substantial agreement among all parties concerned 
on details of the San Luis development, it would seem imperative that the work 
be undertaken without any further delays. 

Particularly in this time of stress, the Nation’s natural resources should be 
fully harnessed and utilized at the earliest opportunity. 


Mr. Asprnati. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia, Mr. Sisk, to present 1 telegram and 1 statement which he 
wishes to present to the committee at this time. 

Mr. Sisk. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

This is a telegram that was forwarded from the city of Coalinga, 
which is in the area to receive a supply of municipal water provided 
this project is authorized and constructed. 

The telegram is addressed to the chairman of the subcommittee, 
Mr. Wayne N. Aspinall: 


Urgent. We request this telegram be read to your committee. In its cur- 
rent hearings the city of Coalinga has a critical situation as the water level in 
our local basin is dropping at the rate of 4 to 6 feet yearly. We must drill 
at least one new well and possibly two. These wells will increase the rate 
at which the water level is dropping outside of our basin and immediately sur- 
rounding the city. The water level is dropping at the rate of 20 to 30 feet year- 
ly. The water surrounding the city of Coalinga is already approaching the 
salinity point. The rapid lowering of the water level surrounding Coalinga is 
affecting our water level and the time.is fast approaching when our own water 
will become saline. We are satisfied on the basis of information received that 
if relief is not forthcoming within the next 7 to 10 years the water in this area 
will be unusable. 

According to the Federal census taken in 1955 the population of the city 
of Coalinga was 6,021. The urgency of the situation is apparent when it is 
realized that the people of Coalinga may be without usable water within 7 to 
10 years. As has previously been reported to your committee the city of 
Coalinga at present hauls in all its potable water by tank cars a distance of 
45 miles. 

We request that the contents of this telegram be incorporated in the records 
of your committee. Reference is made to the statement by Rex L. Pressey 
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on behalf of the city of Coalinga at your hearings held in May 1956 and also 
to Resolution No. 393 of the city of Coalinga which were made a part of the 
records of those hearings. 

Request is made that the foregoing statement and resolution be incorporated 
into the current proceedings as exhibits. 

Jack W. Rodner, who is currently appearing before the committee, is thor- 
oughly familiar with the Coalinga situation and the position of the city of 
Coalinga. He is authorized to speak for the city of Coalinga at the current 
hearings as agent of the city of Coalinga. The city council had planned on 
sending a representative to your hearings but due to circumstances beyond our 
control this has not been possible. We therefore beg your indulgence in this 
matter. Unless the problem is solved, our community cannot continue to 
exist indefinitely. 

That is signed “City of Coalinga, Calif., W. L. Wallace, Mayor.” 

Mr. Aspinati. Thank you very much. 

The statement is in essential conformity with the statement made 
by Mr, Pressey, representing the town of Coalinga in the 1956 hear- 
Ings. 

The Chairman sees no reason to incorporate directly into this 
hearing the resolution and statement made in the former hearing, 
because we have it before us, page 35 of the hearings held in 1956. 

Do you have another statement, Mr. Sisk? 

Mr. Sisk. I do have another statement, Mr. Chairman, but if I 
could add just one sentence with reference to the city of Coalinga at 
this point, if it is in order. 

Mr. AsprnaLt. You may proceed. 

Mr. Sisk. That is based on the latest figure. This fall the city 
of Coalinga is paying $2,150 per acre-foot for its domestic water 
supply. 

Mr. AsprnaLu. By that you mean potable water, drinking and do- 
mestic use ? 

Mr. Stsxk. The water which they have at present cannot be used 
for drinking and cooking and other things that go into domestic 
use. 

The other statement, Mr. Chairman, which I have to read, is covered 
by a letter from the Central California Irrigation District, with head- 
quarters in Los Banos, Calif. The covering letter was addressed 
to me on January 8, 1958. 


The enclosed statement of the Central California Irrigation District, the San 
Luis Canal Co., the Firebaugh Canal Co. and the Columbia Canal Co., located 
in Stanislaus, Merced, Fresno and Madera Counties in the San Joaquin Valley, 
is respectfully submitted in connection with pending hearings on the proposed 
San Luis project. 

“The above companies representing the historically irrigated areas lying 
generally below the proposed San Luis project service area, are very much 
concerned with the implications and effect on the overall drainage problem by 
the importation of additional waters into the Valley, and sincerely believe that 
there should be no San Luis, Feather River or any other project, either Federal 
or State, unless and until drainage facilities within the service area of the 
project and a master valley drain are provided contemporaneously therewith. 

It is signed, “Board of Directors, Central California Irrigation Dis- 
trict, the San Luis Canal Co., the Firebaugh Canal Co., the Columbia 
Canal Co., by: C. W. Bates, Secretary: Central California Irrigation 
District,” and their resolution follows. 

Mr. Asprnatu. The resolution is in conformity with what—— 

Mr. Sisk. It is in conformity and simply verifying the personal 
letter signed by Mr. Bates. 
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The reason I read the personal letter only is the fact the other is a 
mimeographed copy. 


Mr. Asprnatu. Unless there is an objection, the resolution will be 
made a part of the record. 

Hearing no objection, it is so ordered. 

(The document follows.) 


STATEMENT ON SAN JOAQUIN VALLEY DRAINAGE PROBLEM, BEING THE CONSENSUS 
OF OPINION AT A MEETING OF THE BOARDS OF DIRECTORS OF THE CENTRAL CALI- 
FORNIA IRRIGATION DistrIcT, THE SAN LuUIs CANAL Co., THE FIREBAUGH CANAL 
Co., AND THE COLUMBIA CANAL Co. aT Los BANos, CALIF., DECEMBER 23, 1957. 


It is agreed that a master San Joaquin Valley drainage conduit should be con- 
structed at the earliest possible date to provide an adequate outlet for the existing 
and potential unusable drainage waters, both surface and ground, in the San 
Joaquin Valley, and that the first portion of such conduit to be built should be the 
portion extending from the Firebaugh-Los Banos area to San Francisco Bay. 
This conduit should be built by the State of California as one of the first units 
of the California water plan. The foresight and cooperation of the State of 
California, and in particular of its department of water resources, in initiating 
a 4-year study of the valley’s drainage problem and in making this conduit a fea- 
ture of the California water plan is hereby commended. 

It is further agreed that before the introduction of any substantial additional 
imported waters into the San Joaquin Valley there must be constructed adequate 
local drainage facilities to take care of the drainage, both surface and ground, 
necessarily resulting from such imported waters and to take care of, as well, 
the drainage that is now required of excess surface and ground water. However, 
in order for these local drainage facilities to be effective, they must have an 
outlet and such outlet should be the aforementioned master drainage conduit. 

It is further agreed that the cost of the main laterals to this master drainage 
conduit and the cost of other drainage ditches, conduits, wells, and other means 
of capturing, transporting, or disposing of unusable drainage waters, both 
surface and ground, should be borne by each area on an equitable basis in pro- 
portion to the contribution of each area to the areawide drainage problem. 

It is lastly agreed that any legislation, Federal or State, authorizing any 
project under which substantial additional waters would be imported into the 
San Joaquin Valley must contain the provision that drainage facilities, sufficient 
to remove completely from the valley all drainage waters, both surface and 
ground, necessarily resulting from the use of such imported waters, shall be 
constructed as an integral part of such project and contemporaneously and con- 
currently with the construction of the remainder of such projects. In other 
words, no further water in substantial quantities should be imported into the 
San Joaquin Valley unless and until drainage facilities are provided to take the 
drainage excess, both surface and ground, of such waters completely out of the 
valley. 


Mr. Asprnatu. I wish to thank my colleagues for appearing this 
afternoon. 

If there is nothing further on the agenda for today, the committee 
stands in recess until 10 o’clock tomorrow morning. 

(Whereupon, at 3:10 p. m., the committee adjourned, to reconvene 
at 10 a.m. Friday, January 17, 1958.) 
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FRIDAY, JANUARY 17, 1958 


THlouse or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION OF THE 
COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND LNsULAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, dD. C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 10:05 a. m., in the 
committee room, New House Office suilding, Hon. Wayne N. Aspin- 
all, chairman of the subcommittee, presiding. 

Mr. Aspinauu. The Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation 
will now be in session for further consideration of H. R. 6035 and 
kindred bills. 

This morning we are to have before the committee Congressman 
Charles S. Gubser, of California, who will be accompanied by Mr. 
Albert T. Henley and Mr. Frank Polak, representing the Santa Clara, 
San Benito, and Alameda Water Authority. 

Congressman Gubser, we are very glad to have you with us, and if 
you will make your statement and then present your companions, we 


will question all three of you together, if that is satisfactory to the 
committee. 


Hearing no objection, it is so ordered. 
You may proceed. 


STATEMENTS OF HON. CHARLES S. GUBSER, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA; ALBERT T. 
HENLEY AND FRANK POLAK, REPRESENTING THE SANTA 
CLARA, SAN BENITO, AND ALAMEDA WATER AUTHORITY, CALI- 
FORNIA 


Mr. Gunser. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the com- 
mittee. 

As a Californian, T would first like to express my appreciation to 
the members of this committee for taking their time to assist us in 
the solution of a very grave California problem, namely, our water 
problem. We, of the 10th District of California, comprised of Santa 
Clara, San Benito, and Santa Cruz Counties are strongly in favor of 
construction of the San Luis project. We favor it either as an all- 
Federal project or as a joint Federal and State project. 

For the purpose of orientation of the committee, I have asked 
that a brochure be placed before you which has a map on the cover. 
The area which I represent is the blue shaded area in the center of 
the map, and then, of course, the mountainous area to the left is 
Santa Cruz County, and then immediately at the bottom, close to 
the blue-shaded area, is San Benito County. 
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You will note that we are in the very difficult situation of being 
isolated from the principal water sources in the State of California 
by the coast range, which appears to the right, that blue area. 

We are the 15th ranking county in the whole United States in so 
far as agricultural output is concerned. 

Those are some of the figures of 1954 published by the United States 
Census Bureau. 

We have done everything that is humanly possible to solve our grave 
water problem ourselves. I have said, in the past before this com- 
mittee, that if one could fly over the Santa Clara Valley, he would 
immediately see that the water conservation works in the area for 
the size of the area involved are far more extensive than the great 
Central Valley project. This has all been locally financed at great 
cost to the taxpayers. In fact, in the southern district, the Southern 
Santa Clara Water Conservation District, the tax rate is now in excess 
of $4 per hundred dollars assessed valuation for water conservation 
purposes. I do not know how that compares nationally, but I would 
imagine that there is probably no area in the entire United States 
which pays more on its tax rate for water conservation than ourselves. 

I am glad to see that the distinguished chairman of the full com- 
mittee is here, since he is thoroughly familiar with the area about 
which I am speaking, and I would suggest to members of the com- 
mittee that, if they wish detailed information regarding our problem, 
they are certainly able to get it from Mr. Engle, who is well qualified 
to talk on the subject. 

Now, the specific purpose of my appearance before the committee 
this morning is to request that the sense of section 4 of my own bill, 
H. R. 2795, be ine orporated into legislation by this committee for the 
purpose of authorizing the San Luis project. 

Briefly, section 4 of my bill, in addition to the identical language 
contained i in Congressman Sisk’s bill, calls for the construction of the 
Alameda-Santa Clara-San Benito unit of the Central Valley project 
in conjunction with the authorization for San Luis. 

Specifically, if you will refer to the map, what would be accom- 
plished by this additi ion would be that the San Luis Reservoir, which 
is the blue area in the lower right-hand corner of the map, w ould be 
the water source, and a tunnel would be driven through the mountain 
to the left, or the west, and that would feed water into the Pacheco 
Creek. From there it can be diverted south to San Benito County and 
it can be diverted with a very slight diversion into natural streams to 
feed Santa Clara County to the north. 

Section 4 of my bill, as you well know, does not unqualifiedly au- 
thorize the construction of the Pacheco unit. It authorizes it, subject 
to a favorable feasibility report, to be tendered at some later date. 

It also allows the State of California, should it move to serve this 
service area, to have the first option on servicing that area. 

So we are not in conflict with the State water plan at all, and we 
are not asking for something which is not feasible. 

If a feasibility report should show it is not possilble or not feasible 
to construct the Pacheco unit, naturally, we would drop it. 

One point has come up since my testimony before this committee 
2 years ago which, I think, further emphasizes the fact this would 
probably ‘be feasible. Santa Cruz County, which is at the left side 
of the map, has recently, through the Santa Cruz Flood Control and 
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Water Conservation District, expressed an interest to being served by 
a Pacheco unit or a diversion from the San Luis Reservoir. 

I would like to read into the record at this time two paragraphs 
from a letter written by Mr. Francis Stillman, chairman of the board 
of directors of Santa Cruz Flood Control and Water Conservation 
District, to Mr. Harvey O. Banks of the department of water re- 
sources. I have received permission from the Santa Cruz County 
Board to introduce this letter in evidence. 

The two paragraphs which are pertinent are as follows: 

The possibility of using water from a supply regulated at San Luis Reservoir 
which would be transported as far as the San Luis Reservoir along with 
the tremendous volumes of water scheduled for import to the south may be 
a very attractive source of water for the Pajaro Valley. This presumed that 
the Pacheco tunnel wound serve to distribute water to Santa Clara and San 
Benito Counties. Pajaro Valley could be served by gravity with a minimum 
of regulatory works within the valley itself. The proposed area would be the 
valley floor west of Highway 1 below elevation 20 feet. 

Inasmuch as the Pacheco alternate of the South Bay aqueduct may be more 
economical than any local development, this board wishes to go on record as 
encouraging further studies of the route with the idea of considering the Pajaro 
Valley potential service area. 

I might point out at this point, Mr. Chairman, that if Santa Cruz 
County or the Pajaro Valley would be served by water from the 
Pacheco unit of the San Luis Reservoir that it would flow down what 
is known as the Pajaro River to Santa Cruz County. 

Although I have never mentioned possible service to Monterey 
County, nor do I have any knowledge of their having requested it, 
this, to my knowledge, is a water-short area and Monterey County, 
borders on the Pajaro River. So it is possible that water service 
to Santa Cruz County, as well as Monterey County, could be made 
possible by the construction of the Pacheco unit. 

Now, one point that I would like to emphasize; in fact, it is my 
last point: You will notice on the orientation map, which I placed 
before you, there is a very large agricultural county called San Ben- 
ito, which is directly in the middle of the map at the bottom, the 
southern part of my district. Without the Pacheco unit of the San 
Luis project, it is my personal opinion that San Benito County would 
be left high and dry. If it should be determined later on that Santa 
Clara County would be served from an alternate route other than 
Pacheco, it would still, in my opinion, be economically unfeasible to 
serve San Benito County from that water source. The only pos- 
sibility for San Benito County, which is desperately in need of sup- 
plemental water, getting that water is to get it from the Pacheco 
unit. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, we feel quite strongly that this is the one op- 
portunity that this great area, 15th in the Nation in agricultural 
output, the place in the United States that I will stack up against any 
other as having done everything possible to solve its own problem 
locally—this, we feel, is the one chance for us to have an assured 
source of water at a rate that the irrigator can afford to pay. 

We respectfully request, in fact we urgently request, that any au- 
thorizing legislation for the San Luis project include, on the provi- 
sional basis contained in my section 4, provision for service to Santa 
Clara County, Santa Cruz County, and San Benito County. 
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Now, my bill, in section 4, called for Alameda-Santa Clara and San 
Benito. I, for one, would like to leave Alameda County in it. I be- 
lieve they are entitled to service should they want it. I would like 
to leave San Benito and Santa Clara County in but I would like to 
request that Santa Cruz County be added as a service area in the au- 
thorizing legislation. 

Mr. Chairman, I have received a statement from the California 
Farm Research and Legislative Committee with the request that I 
read it into the record. 

Mr. Asprnatt. Congressman Gubser, the original statement was 
sent to the committee chairman and has already been placed in the 
record (see p. 119). 

Mr. Gupser. Then it is already in the record ? 

Mr. Asprnau. Yes. 

Mr. Gupser. Thank you very much. 

At this time I have two gentlemen accompanying me. One is the 
counsel for the Tri-County Water Authority, Mr. Albert Henley, 
and with him is the president of the Tri-County Water Authority, 
Mr. Polak, and with your permission, Mr. Chairman, I would like to 
call on Mr. Henley at this time. 

Mr. Asrrnauu. We will be glad to hear you, Mr. Henley. 

Mr. Hentey. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


STATEMENT OF ALBERT T. HENLEY, REPRESENTING THE SANTA 


CLARA, SAN BENITO, AND ALAMEDA WATER AUTHORITY, CALI- 
FORNIA 


My name is Albert T. Henley. I have been here before—and on 
the same errand. 

I am accompanied today by Mr. Frank J. Polak, president of the 
board of directors of Santa Clara-Alameda-San Benito Water Au- 
thority, the agency which I am representing before you. The au- 
thority is a public body created by the voters of two water districts; 
namely, Santa Clara Valley Water Conservation and San Benito 
County Water Conservation and Flood Control District. Both are 
located in the central coastal area of California at the southern tip 
of San Francisco Bay. 

The facts relative to this area, that its lands have been long under 
cultivation, in many cases for over a century; that it has a very high 
productive: capacity in valuable, wholly nonsurplus crops; that it has 
experienced tremendous recent growth (San Jose presently has more 
children in school than does San Francisco) ; that it has supported 
successive bond issues, now totaling $1614 million, to conserve local 
supplies; that nevertheless it must have supplemental water—all these 
facts were put before you at your hearing on this subject in May of 
1956. 

My purpose today is to bring us up to date. In 1957 the water 
authority I represent undertook a study of a number of proposed 
methods of bringing water into the authori ity’s area from the Central 
Valley. That study was completed and published in September of 
1957. It indicates the feasibility of one project which has come to 
be known as the Pacheco Tunnel Route. It is also called the Delta- 
Mendota-San Luis Tunnel Route and the South Bay Aqueduct, 
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Pacheco Tunnel Alternate. The State department of water resources 
has made an independent study of the project and has also, at our 
request, reviewed our data. The director of the department, Mr. 
Harvey O. Banks, has stated recently to the press that his report will 
also show feasibility. 

The Pacheco Tunnel Route may be briefly described as follows: 
Water would be pumped directly from the existing Delta-Mendota 
Canal to an elevation just below the flowline of San Luis Reservoir. 
From there it would move in open ditch on contour around the inside 
edge of the reservoir to a tunnel inlet. The tunnel, about 6 miles in 
length, would release water into Pacheco Creek from which, partly 
in natural channel, partly in conduit, it would be carried by gravity 
to areas of need in Santa Clara and San Benito Counties, with the 
distinct probability of some consumption in water-deficient areas of 
Santa Cruz and Monterey Counties. The contour canal would be 
out of service when the reservoir is full but would be used whenever 
the water level falls below the canal’s elevation, thus eliminating a 
second pumping plant at the tunnel entrance. 

I have described the project in order that the committee may know 
that our interest in the San Luis development is serious and that we 
have been ready to spend local money in furtherance of our partici- 
pation. 

My appearance today is specifically in support of H. R. 7295 as in- 
troduced by Congressman Gubser; but San Luis legislation in any 
form acceptable to Mr. Gubser, Mr. Sisk, to this committee, and to 
the Department of the Interior will be acceptable to the authority I 
represent. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It has been a privilege to testify be- 
fore this committee. 

Mr. Asprnatt. Thank you for your statement, which supplements 
the statement you made in 1956. 

Who is the other gentleman with you? 

Mr. Gupser. Mr. Frank Polak, president of the Tri-County Water 
Authority. 

Do you wish to say anything, Frank? 

Mr. Porta. Mr. Chairman, I have nothing further to add, as Con- 
gressman Gubser and Mr. Henley have presented our case in the past 
and present, but I do solicit the committee’s very serious consideration 
because we are very seriously in need of improved water, and we are 
in a very serious condition. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Asprnatu. It was the chairman’s privilege to be once again in 
this area this last November. He has been there several times. 

I think the chairman understands your problem and is quite sym- 
pathetic toward what you have in mind. 

May I ask you this, some 1 of the 3: How much study has been 
made on this proposed project and do we have a report of its feas- 
ibility . the present time ¢ 

Mr. Genser. With your permission, I will partially answer the 
question and call upon Mr. Henley to complete the answer. 

Two years ago, appropriation of $92,000 was made by this Congress 
for the purpose of conducting by the Bureau of Reclamation a feasi- 
bility report of this Pacheco Route. Because at that time it was 
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clearly expressed as the desire of the State division of water resources 
to serve this area, the Bureau of Reclamation felt that they should 
not move to expend this money and possibly duplicate something that 
was contemplated by the State. 

Since that time, however, there are certain events which have 
transpired which I think are significant and I would like to ask Mr. 
Henley to describe subsequent activity regarding this study. 

Mr. Hentey. I referred to the study which the Authority made 
in 1957 in my statement. 

Mr. AsprnaLi. You are talking about the State water authority, 
not any study made by the Federal Government; is that right? 

Mr. Henury. That is right. It is not the State water authority, 
the local water authority, the authority I represent and that is 
naturally not a study of a Federal agency. 

The State department of water resources made an independent 
study during the same period and I was told this morning it is probably 
to be released on February 15. That study will be an independent 
study, as I say, of the same project. 

As far as I know, no Bureau of Reclamation study has been com- 
pleted on the project. 

Mr. AsprnaLi. Congressman Gubser, I do not understand whether 
I understood you correctly at the beginning of your statement. Did 
I understand you to say that this is a part of the original Central 
Valley plan as it was proposed ? 

Mr. Gusser. Not to my knowledge, Mr. Chairman. I think Mr. 
Engle, who has been connected with this much longer than I, could 
correct me if I am wrong. 

This, as I understand it, is an extension of the service area of the 
Central Valley project. 

Mr. AspINna.L. I shall let him ask the question, if he desires. It 
is rather intriguing. It is not only transmountain or transwatershed 
diversion but this is a double transwatershed diversion, as I under- 
stand. 

It is one of the first that has come to my attention in that respect. 

The Chair calls upon his colleague, Mr. Engle. 

Mr. Eneote. I am sure my colleague will recall, when we had the 
American River development before our committee, a provision was 
included in that legislation requiring the Bureau to study the possi- 
bility of getting w ‘ater across into this area. As I understand, that 
study was s subsequently abandoned in view of the State water plan. 

As I recall, last year I got in touch with you about that. 

Mr. Gupser. Yes. 

Mr. Enerx. And the matter was submitted to the Water Authority. 
Does the plan contemplated by the State cover any of the area men- 
tioned in section 4 of your bill? 

Mr. Gupser. Mr. Chairman, before I answer that question, may I 
make a slight, or express a slight difference of opinion? I do not 
feel that the Pacheco Alternate or the Pacheco Route has ever been 
abandoned in favor of the State water plan. However, the Bureau 
of Reclamation expressed a reluctance to study it when it was being 
contemplated that service would be given to this area by the State 
division of water resources. 

Now, it is true that the State of California has appropriated funds 
for site acquisition for what is known as the South Bay Aqueduct. 
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However, at this time, there is ample evidence to indicate that there 
is doubt that the South Bay Aqueduct could serve southern Santa 
Clara County at all on any feasibility basis, San Benito County, and 
certainly I think there is a presumption it could not serve Santa Cruz 
County. So, unless I am incorrect, it appears to me that there is 
now a sentiment which indicates that possibly the South Bay Aque- 
duct could be constructed by the State of California for the purpose 
of serving Alameda County, for example, but it could well be feasible 
to construct the Pacheco unit as well. 

So we have never abandoned our thinking that we should become 
a part of the Central Valley project as authorized in your bill for 
Folsom Dam or the American River development. 

There is a question, however, which would be determined by a sub- 
sequent feasibility report as to which is the better way of doing it. 

I might reemphasize that even with the State plan, I c: annot see 
how it would be feasible to serve San Benito County and Santa Cruz 
County. 

I think it is quite obvious from all evidence that we have thus far 
that San Benito County can best be served by this Pacheco unit. If 
we can expand the service area, it should increase the feasibility, in 
my opinion. 

Mr. Ener. Santa Cruz is not mentioned in section 4. 

Mr. Gurser. That is right. 

Just a moment ago, Mr. Engle, I read into the record a statement 
from the Santa Cruz County Flood Control and Water Conservation 
District indicating their interest in service from the Pacheco unit, 
and I have asked, if section 4 is adopted, Santa Cruz County be 
included. 

Mr. Eneie. I might say, with reference to your first comment, the 
reason I initiated the inquiry about studies which were authorized 
in the American River Act and not carried out, my understanding 
was that they felt we ought to sit on this at least for a while and not 
press the Bureau of Reclamation in view of the activities of the State. 

Of course, the Bureau did say they were reluctant to get into an 
area already contemplated in a State plan. 

As I view your suggestion, even exc luding those two, you still have 
your problems i in southern Santa Clara, San Benito, and Santa Cruz 
Counties. 

Mr. Gupser. Right. And I might also point out, Mr. Chairman, 
that since that decision was made not to go ahead with the feasibility 
survey which was originally ordered by your bill, the State of Cali- 
fornia has itself investigated the Pacheco route, which indicates to 
me quite clearly that the source of water and the type of service to 
this area is not clearly set and is not firmed up, shall we say. 

Mr. Enorr. One further question. Has the Tri-County Water 
Authority made any filings or applications for water from any of 
these sources which would implement any of these plans ? 

Mr. Hentey. May I answer that? 

Mr. Enate. Yes. 

Mr. Hentry. The Tri-County Authority is a member of the Santa 
Clara Valley Water Conservation District. That Water Conserva- 
tion District has made filings, 2 on the Folsom project totaling 200,000 
acre-feet, and 1 of surplus waters in the delta, without reference to 
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source but simply in the delta, totaling 150,000 acre-feet. Both of 
those are filings made under State law pursuant to the water code. 

Mr. Ener. What is the priority of those filings, do you know? 

Mr. Hentey. The ecsak is extreme. We are ahead of the Fed- 
eral Government and, in fact, ahead of the State itself. So that as 
far as the Folsom p rojees goes, we are first in line in point of time. 
Our filings were made in 1947 and you will recall the Saigo was not 
even authorized until the bill, I believe, was passed in 1949. 

Mr. Enotes. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Asprnaty. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Califor- 
nia, Mr. Hosmer. 

Mr. Hosmer. I reserve my time. 

Mr. Asptnati. The gentleman from Florida, Mr. Haley. 

Mr. Harry. I reserve my time. 

Mr. Asprnatu. The gentleman from Arizona, Mr. Rhodes. 

Mr. Ruopes. I just have a couple of questions to make sure I un 
derstand this. 

As I understand, Congressman Gubser, the water from the San 
Luis Reservoir would be transported across the mountains by tunnel 
into the Pacheco Creek and then it would flow by gravity through 
this entire area which is shaded in blue? 

Mr. Gupser. That is not exactly right. 

If you will follow Pacheco Creek down the map, if it is going to 
serve the area shaded in blue, it could be diverted over into the Coy- 
ote and Anderson Reservoirs, which are the water conservation dis- 
tricts’ resources to the right of the shaded area. It could also be di- 
verted by gravity south into San Benito County and by utilization of 
the Pajaro River could flow to Santa Cruz County and, of course, 
to Monterey as well. But the diversion northward to C oyote and 
Anderson Reservoirs would probably require some pumping, is that 
right? 

Mr. Hentey. That is right, and from that point, having been intro- 
duced in the Coyote system with two regulating reservoirs, could then 
serve the blue area northward of that. 

Mr. Gupser. I might say that the Coyote and Anderson Reservoirs 
are part of an extensive percolation system which has been introduced 
throughout the Santa Clara Valley by the authority, Santa Clara 
Valley Water Conservation District. So once it was in these reser- 
voirs, it would have access to an entire integrated system, 

Let me add one thing. 

The blue area I am referring to is the blue area within Santa Clara 
County and does not include either 1 or 2 on your map, because that 
could not be served by gravity and it would be uneconomical to make 
any such attempt. 

Mr. Ruopes. So only 4 and 5 would be served by this particular 
plan. 

Mr. Gusser. Three, four, five, and areas in Santa Cruz County 
which are not shaded. 

Mr. Ruopes. Is there any part of this project, then, which is ex- 
tended to serve Alameda County or the area known as 2? 

Mr. Gupser. That is a matter which a report will have to determine. 
Just as a guess, it would appear this is not the best way to serve 
Alameda County. 
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Mr. Ruoprs. How many acre-feet of water would be required for 
this project 

Mr. Gurser. The amount of water which the authority studies indi- 
cate would be required under ultimate conditions is 160,000 acre-feet 
a year. 

‘Mr. Ruopes. Would there be any power produced by this portion 
of this project ? 

Mr. Gupser. No. 

Mr. Ruopes. Are there any feasibility studies available? 

Mr. Gunser. There are two: One has been published in September 
of 1957 by the authority itself; the second is under review and will 
be published, I am told, on February 15 by the State of California. 

Mr. Ruopes. There are no feasibility studies by the Bureau of Ree- 
lamation 4 

Mr. Gupser. No. 

Mr. Ruopes. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Gupser. But my section 4, Mr. Rhodes, makes this authoriza- 
tion subject to a favorable feasibility report. 

Mr. Asprnatu. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Califor- 
nia, Mr. Sisk. 

Mr. Sisk. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am very happy this morn- 
ing to have my colleague, Charley, with me. 

I might say I have covered this area both from the air and on the 
eround, and realize the problems. 

I do want to commend your district for the great amount of initia- 
tive they have had in developing water, which you pointed out to me 
from an airplane last year. 

I would like to add to that the statement that I appreciate their 
concern and want to make it completely clear at this point that I have 
no objection to the inclusion of your section 4 in the bill; because we 
have discussed this many times over a period of the last several years 
and certainly, if the feasibility studies indicate it would be economi- 
cally and engineeringly feasible to do it, I would be personally very 
happy to support that provision in any bill we may authorize. 

I have one question I want to ask in reference to the total amount 
of water, along the lines of Mr. Rhodes’ question a moment ago. 

Actually, you have in recent months or within the past year ex- 


panded to some extent the potential that you might need in the way 
of water, is that right ? 


Mr. Gupser. May I call upon Mr. Henley ¢ 

Mr. Hentey. It is impossible to say since at this time we have only 
recently seen an interest shown in Santa Cruz County, and the amount 
of water they might require is unknown. 

[ think all we can do is urge that a feasibility study be made and 
this includes a study of the amounts of water which the project might 

require. 

Mr. Sisk. I do not have your testimony of 1956 before me at the 
moment. As I recall, at that time it was a substantially less amount 
of water that you anticipated needing originally; is that right? Or 
is that for a much more restricted area than what you now propose? 

Mr. Hentry. I think what our testimony showed was that the re- 
quired water at the outset is a very small amount, something in the 
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order of 40,000 acre-feet, but it would rise as need increases, and that 
under ultimate conditions it would be 2 or 3 times that amount. 

Mr. Sisk. I appreciate that. That was why I brought this question 
up, because, as I recall in the discussions a couple of years ago, I had 
in mind a figure of some 50,000 acre-feet or somew here in that neigh- 
borhood and that is w hy I was curious as to the answer to the gentle- 
man from Arizona’s question regarding the total amount of water 
you might anticipate needing. 

Mr. Hentey. I believe I used the word “ultimate” in answering 
the question. 

Mr. Sisx. I appreciate that and certainly, because of the area you 
have and the expansion, of course, that will occur, I can certainly 
see where you would need an increasing amount of water. 

Mr. Ruopes. Would the gentleman yield there ? 

Mr. Sisk. I will be glad to yield. 

Mr. Ruopes. Are your feasibility studies based on works which 
would provide the ultimate water consumption ? 

Mr. Hentry. Works? 

Mr. Ruopes. Diversion systems, canals, et cetera, which would 
provide that much water. 

Mr. Hentey. You mean would distribute that much water. The 
provision of water would have to come from the Central Valley or 
some other outside source. 

Mr. Ruopes. I do not want to quibble with you about the words. 

Mr. Hen ey. I do not intend to. I just do not understand your 
question. 

Mr. Ruopes. Are you going to build ditches and tunnels big enough 
for 160,000 acre-feet of water or are you not ? 

Mr. Hentey. Yes. 

Mr. Ruoves. Thank you. 

Mr. Hentey. The tunnel would be about 78 feet, which is the small- 
est economical size, and would take any amount of water. 

Mr. Hosmer. Would the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Sisk. Yes. 

Mr. Hosmer. I think a good deal of explanatory material is con- 
tained in this document presented to us by Mr. Gubser and I am 
wondering if certain portions of it cannot appear in the record; 
namely, IV, pages 1 through 5, less the chart on page 3? I would 
ask unanimous consent to insert it at this point. 

Mr. Asprnauu. You have heard the request of the gentleman from 
California that the document, which is entitled, “Supplemental Water 
Requirements of Alameda-Santa Clara-San Benito Counties” to 
which reference has been made by Congressman Gubser, that pages IV 
and pages 1, 2, 4, and 5 be made a part of the record at this point in 
the hearing. 

Is there any objection ? 

Mr. Hosmer. Less the chart on page 3. 

Mr. Asprnau. I did not mention that. 

Hearing no objection, it is so ordered. 

(The document follows :) 


SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 


North Santa Clara Valley has a very valuable underground reservoir. This 
reservoir is large enough to store water during wet years and deliver it back 
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during dry years. To do this effectively it must be about one-half full on aver- 
age years and full after several wet years. Today, this reservoir is low and there 
is no assurance that the years just ahead, will be years of high rainfall. If they 
are, we will not be in trouble. There are shortages of water in many localities 
today and if the years just ahead are dry years there will be many critical short- 
ages in the valley. 

Santa Clara Valley has the important advantage that the water conservation 
district has spent some millions of dollars in developing storage, distribution 
canals, and percolation beds to conserve as much available water as possible. If 
it were not for this conservation, Santa Clara Valley would now be in a very 
critical condition. Most of the available water is now being conserved but there 
is a possibility of further conservation on small streams, by saving storm water, 
by reclamation of sewage, by prevention of waste in usage of water, and by 
cloud seeding. No method of increasing the quantity of available water should 
be neglected. 

Alameda and San Benito Counties have conditions very similar to those in 
north Santa Clara County except that the underground storage in these counties 
are not as large as they are in north Santa Clara County and they have a larger 
percentage of area which lacks suitable storage or in which the storage capacity 
is not large enough to properly serve the area. Alameda and San Benito Counties 
also lack the conservation facilities which Santa Clara Valley has developed. 
For this reason both Alameda and San Benito Counties are not as well equipped 
to receive supplemental water as is Santa Clara Valley. They must develop 
distribution and percolation facilities before they can use much supplemental 
water. 

South Santa Clara Valley has constructed the Chesbro and Uvas Dams and if 
these two storage units are fully developed the south Santa Clara Valley will 
probably not require any supplemental water to be imported into the area. 

After reviewing the many facts and conditions presented in this report, your 
consulting engineer recommends : 

(1) That the authority recognize the fact that there is an urgent need for 
supplemental water in all three counties and that this need will become critical 
if the rainfall is below normal for several years. 

(2) That all possible means of bringing supplemental water into this area be 
explored. 

(3) That the authority cooperate with all other agencies to the end that the 
cheapest supply of water of high quality be obtained. 

(4) That the authority arvocate and promote the conservation of water and 
publicize the need for users of water to avoid waste. 

(5) That the authority advocate a contract for supplemental water which will 
not penalize the users unduly on wet years when smaller amounts of water are 
needed. 

(6) That the following quantities of supplemental water be accepted as the 
best prediction which can now be made with the proviso that these estimates 
may have to be revised in future years. 


Imported water requirements for Alameda, Santa Clara, and San Benito Counties 


[Acre-feet per year] 








Present 1980 2010 
Livermore Valley 10, 000 40, 000 60, 000 
Fremont (Alameda Water District 15, 000 31, 000 50, 000 
North Santa Clara Valley 40, 000 80, 000 160, 000 
South Santa Clara Valley 0 0 0 
San Benito County 17, 000 35, 000 50, 000 
Total. pdt ad aes SS ne ate eed 82, 000 186, 000 320, 000 


The above does not include the supplemental water which will be needed when 
and if the Bayside unit, on the east side of San Francisco Bay, is developed. This 
will ultimately require some 150,000 acre-feet of water per year. There seems to 
be no immediate prospect of this development but this water should be planned for. 
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SuPPLEMENTAL WATER REQUIREMENTS OF ALAMEDA, SANTA CLARA, AND SAN 
Benito COUNTIES IN CALIFORNIA 


INTRODUCTION 
The California plan 

California, through the agency of the Division of Water Resources, is proposing 
the greatest water development the world has ever known. The cost of this 
development is estimated to be $111 billion. The area of the State of California 
is almost exactly 100 million acres, so the cost of this plan is about $115 per acre 
for every acre in the State. A large part of the State is mountainous and cannot 
use or pay for the development of water. However, these mountainous areas are 
the source of the water supply for the valleys that lack sufficient water for their 
needs. Some of these valleys would become deserts and some would have only a 
limited development if it were not for the water that comes from the mountains. 
The California water problem then is to find means by which the water from the 
mountains, where it cannot be used, can be stored and brought to the valleys 
which do not have enough water. This is the problem whose solution is estimated 
to cost $114 billion. 

The Division of Water Resources, which has designed the California water plan, 
is concerned primarily with the major and overall features of the water plan and 
local agencies will have to plan the details of the solutions of the local problems. 
The southern part of Alameda County, the Santa Clara Valley, and the northern 
part of San Benito County constitute one such local area which has a problem 
which offers many unique features. This area has more rainfall than many other 
areas in California but it does not have enough rainfall to supply its needs. The 
mountains to the south and to the west of Santa Clara Valley are areas of heavy 
rainfall and the Santa Clara Valley and the South Santa Clara Valley Water 
Conservation Districts have pioneered the water conservation movement by build- 
ing dams and collecting surplus water and percolating it into the underground of 
the valley. This has been a lifesaver for the economy of the valley but the use of 
water has increased and rainfall has not. The result is that this area has been 
taking more water from the ground than nature and the Santa Clara Valley and 
the South Santa Clara Valley Water Conservation Districts have been putting 
into the ground. The result is that the water stored in the underground has been 
largely depleted and a supplemental supply must be found. If this is not done, the 
floor of the valley will continue to sink and the cost of pumping will continue to 
increase. It is also possible that if the water in the underground is lowered much 
further salt water from the bay will percolate into the underground and render 
the water unfit for use. If this continues the valley at best will stagnate and at 
worst the valley will deteriorate into a semiarid area. 

To meet this situation the California water plan proposes a South Bay aque- 
duct to bring water from Italian Slough north of Tracy to Alameda, Santa 
Clara, and San Benito Counties. This water would be pumped into the South 
Bay aqueduct from the proposed California Feather River aqueduct or pos- 
sibly from the Bureau of Reclamation Delta-Mendota Canal. The California 
Division of Water Resources estimates that this South Bay aqueduct would 
eost about $55 million to construct and that it would require a “water revenue” 
of about $240 million over a period of 70 years. This would pay for the con- 
struction and operation of the aqueduct but this would be an additional cost 
of about $314 million per year to be collected from water users in Alameda, 
Santa Clara, and San Benito Counties every year for 70 years. 

At a meeting October 24, 1956, between the engineers of the California Divi- 
sion of Water Resources and the directors, attorney, and engineer of the Santa 
Clara-Alameda-San Benito Water Authority, it was pointed out to the State 
engineers that such a proposal is unrealistic. The State engineers then re- 
quested the water authority to make a detailed study of the water needs in the 
three counties and the price which the users could afford to pay. It was sug- 
gested that the water authority study the local water problem and report the 
results to the State water authority. 


Appendizes 

In response to this request the water authority engaged Thelo Perrott and 
William Dunn to report on the needs of the northern part of Santa Clara 
County, and Mark Thomas & Co. to report on the needs of the southern part of 
Santa Clara County and San Benito County. The needs of southern Alameda 


County are estimated in reports of Alameda Flood Control and Water Con- 
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servation District by Richard Karn, and of Alameda Water District by Mathew 
Whitfield. The information contained in these reports was gathered from many 
sources which are acknowledged in the separate reports. The Santa Clara- 
Alameda-San Benito Water Authority is very grateful for the assistance which 
it has received from many individuals, districts, city engineers, and others in 
the preparation of this report and appreciates especially the data which were 
obtained from the many reports of the division of water resources and the 
Bureau of Reclamation. These data were invaluable in the preparation of this 
report. Attached to this report, as appendixes A, B, C, and D, are the reports 
of Perrott & Dunn, Mark Thomas & Co., Richard Karn, and Mathew Whitfield. 
These reports present detailed data on the use and need of water in each sub- 
division of the overall area which has been studied in this project. 

Scope of this report 

This report attempts to answer the following questions with regard to these 
three counties : 

1. How much supplemental water is required? 

2. Where will this water be needed ? 

3. When will this water be needed? 

!. What effect will the cost of the water have on the demand ? 

An attempt is made to answer these four questions for the valley areas im 
Alameda, Santa Clara, and San Benito Counties. This is the area which would 
be served by the proposed South Bay Aqueduct of the California water plan. 
This report does not consider the means by which the supplemental water needs 
shall be met but estimates only the needs. 

Subdivisions of the area 

For ease in analysis of the problem the area was divided into 4 parts and 
each one of these is considered separately. These parts are shown on the map 
titled, ““‘Watersheds—Central Coastal Area” and they will be considered in the 
following order: 

1. North Santa Clara Valley. 

2. South Santa Clara Valley and the Hollister area in San Benito County. 

3. The Alameda flood control and water conservation area (Livermore and 
Pleasanton area). 

4. The Alameda Water District (the Fremont area). 


NORTH SANTA CLAKA VALLEY 


Santa Clara Valley is divided by a ridge just north of Morgan Hill. South 
of this ridge the drainage toward the south, and north of the ridge the drain- 
age is toward the north. These two areas present different problems and they 
are called the North Santa Clara Valley and the South Santa Clara Valley and 
they are treated separately herein. 

The outstanding feature of the North Santa Clara Valley is an underground 
reservoir having a capacity of about 1% million acre-feet of water. This is 
the estimated capacity above a depth of 250 feet below ground surface, This 
underground reservoir makes it possible to receive water at a uniform yearly 
rate by storing surplus water during wet years and using up this surplus during 
dry years. 

Central area and four subareas 


North Santa Clara Valley was divided into the main central part and four 
subareas. Conditions in the four subareas are different from those in the centra} 
area. These subareas are (1) Palo Alto, (2) Mountain View and Los Altos, 
(3) Milpitas, and (4) Coyote. Areas (1), (2), and (3) are on the fringe of the 
underground reservoir and have limited access to its water supply. These areas 
must therefore be served by a surface supply of water. Area (4) is just below 
the Coyote River and needs no supplemental water as sufficient water percolates 
into it even in dry years. 


issumptions 


A number of different assumptions may be made in estimating the amount 
of supplemental water required for any area. No supplemental water will be 
needed if the rainfall is great enough. As the rainfall decreases the amount of 
necessary supplemental water approaches the total water used. Since it is 
impossible to know how much water will fall on Santa Clara Valley in the 
future, we must assume that the rainfall pattern will be similar to the 
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pattern of the past. Rainfall records since 1875 indicate that the lowest 
seasonal rainfall was 4 inches in 1876-77 and the highest was 31 inches in 
1889-90. However, the progressive average seasonal rainfall since 1775 has 
never been over 15.6 inches and since 1779 it has never been below 14 inches. 
In the last 35 years the lowest seasonal rainfall was 8 inches and the maximum 
was 29inches. All data is for San Jose, Calif. 

However, while rainfall is the most important factor in the determination of 
the amount of available water in any season, other factors such as the type of 
individual storms are important. It is also necessary to have storage capacity 
available or much of the water will flow to the bay and be lost. 

Underground reservoir 

Santa Clara Valley has a natural underground reservoir large enough to store 
the excess rainfall of the wet years and deliver it during the dry years. Un- 
fortunately this reservoir has been drawn on so heavily that its water level is 
only about 25 feet above the dangerous level. Plate 1 shows the average depth 
to the water in this reservoir. The seasonal rainfalls are superimposed on the 
depth curve. These show graphically the evident relation between rainfall and 
stored water. 


Conclusions 


A consideration of the above facts and of the curves on plate 1 might lead 
to any one of the following conclusions: 

1. Since the reservoir dropped 116 feet from 1909 to 1957 or 2.19 feet per year 
on the average and each foot drop represents a loss of about 6,500 acre-feet 
of water, therefore 14,300 acre-feet of water per year would have kept the water 
in the underground at an average level equal to what it was in 1909. Hence, we 
might conclude that 14,300 acre-feet of supplemental water per year would 
be sufficient. This would evidently be dangerous and unsound because we might 
have a series of years similar to 1943 to 1950 when the water level dropped about 
110 feet. The 14,300 acre-feet per year would compensate for only about 15 
feet drop. Also the fringe areas around the valley would not be supplied. 
This area uses about 20 percent of the total. Also this figure of 14,300 acre- 
feet of water per year does not take into account the increased usage of water 
but is the average calculated depletion between 1909 and 1957. Evidently 14,300 
acre-feet per year is not enough. 

2. Secondly, we might assume that we are just entering a down phase of 
rainfall similar to 1943-50. If so we would need enough water to prevent the 
ground level dropping below the level of 1950. This would require 77,000 acre- 
feet per year. Or, we might assume that we are entering a down phase similar 
to that of 1943-50 which would last indefinitely. In that case it would require 
100,000 acre-feet per year to prevent the ground water level from sinking. If we 
add to this an allowance of 20 percent for the fringe areas, we would need 
120,000 acre-feet per year beginning in 1957. In appendix A, the data and calcu- 
lations of Perrott and Dunn are given. These calculations are based on the 
assumption that a cycle similar to the worst known cycle of rainfall may start 
when the underground reservoir is lowered to a dangerous condition and that we 
must provide enough supplemental water to prevent any further lowering of the 
ground water. They estimate that this would require 120,000 acre-feet per year 
by 1980. They estimate that 355,000 acre-feet of supplemental water will be 
needed when the Santa Clara Valley reaches its ultimate development with a 
population of 3,117,000. (Bulletin No. 7 of the State water resources board esti- 
mates the present need of North Santa Clara Valley to be 45,000 acre-feet per 
year and predicts an ultimate need of approximately 262,000 acre-feet per year.) 

3. 1 and 2 above seem to represent the minimum and maximum conditions 
which are apt to be encountered. The assumptions in 1 are dangerous and the 
assumptions in 2 are probably oversafe. A reasonable assumption might be 
that enough supplemental water be required to reduce the worst drop in 
ground water to appoximately one-half of what it has been. The steepest 
drop was from 1943 to 1950. The water level dropped about 110 feet during 
this phase. To reduce this drop to 55 feet would have required 50,000 acre- 
feet per year from 1948 to 1950. However, Anderson and Lexington Dams 
have since been built and other water-conservation projects will be added. 
These undoubtedly will save at lease 10,000 acre-feet per year. It therefore 
seems that 40,000 acre-feet of supplemental water per year is a realistic value 
of the 1957 need of supplemental water in northern Santa Clara Valley. 
Perrott and Dunn’s investigation indicates that the need for water will in- 
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erease 38,000 acre-feet per year from the present to 1980. This indicates a 
probable need of approximately 80,000 acre-feet per year by 1980. These values 
projected forward indicate that 160,000 acre-feet per year may be needed by 
2010. 


SOUTH SANTA CLARA VALLEY 


If the local supply of water is fully developed, there will be no need of import- 
ing water into this area in the foreseeable future. Plans have already been 
worked out for this development and it is expected that they will be carried out 
as the need develops. 

ALAMEDA COUNTY 


The two areas in Alameda County that are considered in this report are the 
Livermore Valley and the area of the Alameda County Water District. The 
Alameda County Water District consists largely of the city of Fremont. These 
two areas are developing very fast but have done very little to develop a supply 
of water. The Livermore Valley should have an annual supply of about 10,000 
acre-feet of supplemental water now and the Alameda County Water District 
should have an annual supply of about 15,000 acre-feet of supplemental water 
how. 


SAN BENITO COUNTY 


San Benito County has a very complicated water problem. Most of the county 
is mountainous and unsuited to development. The Hollister area is about the 
only area which will probably be developed and its problems are many. The 
ground under West Bolsa is fed by the underground flow from South Santa 
Clara Valley but this may not be sufficient in the future. Some of the land in 
Pacheco and Fairview is underlaid with boron deposits and is unfit for pumping. 
Other areas in Fairview and in San Juan lack underground storage and must be 
fed from the surface. The remainder of the valley is underlaid with a storag 
basin which provides capacity for pumping. 

From the above it is evident that San Benito County needs a supply of water 
which will recharge the underground basin. It also needs to store water on the 
surface for the areas that cannot pump from the underground. It will therefore 
be necessary to build dams and canals to store and distribute this water. Ap- 
pendix B shows these features in detail. It is estimated that San Benito County 
could now use 17,000 acre-feet per year. 


WHERE WILL THE WATER BE REQUIRED? 


Santa Clara Valley is the only area which has developed a storage and distri- 
bution system. Supplemental water might be delivered to this system at the 
Coyote Reservoir, or at the Lexington Reservoir, or at the proposed Evergreen 
Reservoir on the proposed South Bay aqueduct. Distribution systems will have 
to be developed to serve the Palo Alto area, the Mountain View-Los Altos area, 
and the Milpitas area all in Santa Clara County. All these areas get some water 
from the underground but this supply will have to be supplemented by a surface 
supply. 

Alameda and San Benito Counties will have to develop storage and distribution 
systems to fit the supplies which they obtain. 


WHEN WILL THIS WATER BE REQUIRED ? 


A year ago these areas could have used very little supplemental water. 
Today they could use the amounts indicated above. All the areas will have to 
develop storage either in the underground or on the surface. Underground stor- 
age requires percolation areas to replenish it. Surface storage requires dams. 
The areas will have to build storage and distribution systems before they can 
use supplemental water. Until these are built the areas will not be ready for 
supplemental water except in limited quantities. It is important to replenish 
the water in the underground basins as soon as possible in order to avoid damage 
during dry years. Therefore supplemental water should be obtained as soon as 
possible. 

EFFECT OF COST OF WATER ON THE QUANTITY NEEDED 


Water is cheap in this area and much of it is wasted. If it was more expen- 
sive, not so much would be wasted. This area is primarily agricultural and farm- 
ers can afford to pay only a limited price for water. It is usually estimated that 
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$20 an acre-foot is the upper price that agriculture can pay. This limit is dif- 
ferent for different crops. The price of water for domestic use is less critical 
but certainly it will have some effect on the quantity used. For instance, Palo 
Alto, Mountain View, and Sunnyvale can buy all the water they need from San 
Francisco at about $70 an acre-foot. However, they all pump as much water as 
possible and use the expensive water as little as possible. They do this even 
though they know that pumping is lowering the water level to a dangerous level. 
The price of water certainly has a great effect on the amount of water used in 
agriculture and some effect on that used in industry, but it probably has little 
effect on the quantity used in homes. 

If we look at the other side of the picture we find that the quantity of water 
used has a great effect on the unit cost of the water. The State division of water 
resources estimates that water delivered in this area will cost about $20 an acre- 
foot. However, if we have a wet year and can use only a small quantity of water, 
that water will be very expensive. It is important then to secure a contract which 
will not involve excessive costs in wet years but will result in a low overall cost. 

Another cost element which should be considered is the cost of pumpng water 
from the underground. To raise one acre-foot of water 100 feet requires about 
126 kilowatt-hours of energy if the overall efficiency of the pump and motor is 
60 percent. It costs approximately one-half million dollars per year more to 
pump the water used in Santa Clara Valley from a depth of 150 feet than it 
does to pump it from a depth of 50 feet. 

Mr. Sisk. Mr. Chairman, maybe it has already been done, but if not 
I would propose the entire booklet be made a part of the file. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Unless there is an objection, the booklet together 
with the maps included therein, will be made a part of the file. 

Hearing no objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. Sisk. Mr. Chairman, I have only one further question that 
I would like to get clear in my mind in view of the thought brought 
up by our distinguished chairman, the gentleman from Colorado, 
with referenc e to this being a double transmountain diversion. Actu- 
ally, in view of the topography of the area and its tie-in actually at 
the foot of San Francisco Bay, so to speak, and with the delta area 
coming into the upper bay, would you, Charley, consider this as trans- 
mountain diversion at all? 

The point I am making is that in a sense we are going over the top 
of, what we call, the coast range of hills, and we are bringing water 
over those hills. Yet is it not a fact, in a sense, it is coming out of 
what is in a way a part of the same basin? That is the point I am 
making. Actually bringing water from the delta would you consider 
to be a transmountain divers sion ? 

Mr. Guspser. Not insofar as the water source is concerned. It is 
merely, I would imagine, a more feasible and more economical route 
of transporting the water to the area of need, because as you so well 
pointed out, the waters in the delta find their way into San Francisco 
Bay and San Francisco Bay is contiguous to this service area. So it is 
actually a different route. 

Mr. Sisk. It may be I am stretching a point just a bit here. I see 
my chairman smiling a little bit on this. But, actually, in considering 
as I say the topogr aphy of the land, to me there would be some question 
of interpretation as to whether it would truly be what we term a 
“transmountain diversion.” 

Mr. ASPIN ALL. If the gentleman will yield, I used the phrase “trans- 
watershed.” 

Mr. Sisk. I stand corrected, Mr. Chairman. 

I believe that is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Hosmer. Will the gentleman yield? 
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Mr. Sisk. Yes. 

Mr. Hosmer. I would just like to say at this point that the California 
water plan is based on the fundamental principle that all of the water 
in California belongs to all of the people in California, as the gentle- 
man well knows. 

The problem, under that principle, is making the allocations that 
are needed up and down the State and as fairly as possible to do the 
greatest amount of good and that would include the area which the 
gentleman represents as well as all other areas of the State. 

Mr. Sisk. | appreciate the statement made by the gentleman. 
Certainly if the Ivanhoe decision by the California State Supreme 
Court stands, the gentleman’s statement. is completely correct. 

Mr. Gupser. I think we should reiterate here that this area 
through the Santa Clara Water Conservation District has filings on 
American River water at this time which are high priority filings, 
as I understand. 

Mr. Sisk. That is what I understood from the statement by the 
gentleman. 

Mr. Gupser. To summarize, Mr. Chairman, what we are asking is 
that this, the 15th county in the Nation, not be an orphan insofar 
as water development is concerned. We would like to hook on if 
we Can. 

Mr. Asprnaty. The Chair understands what you are asking for. 

(Diseussion off the record.) 

Mr. Asprnatu. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia, Mr. Utt. 

Mr. Urr. I have no questions. 

Mr. AsprnaLu. The gentleman from Wyoming, Mr. Thomson. 

Mr. THomson. No questions. 

Mr. Asprnatu. The gentleman from Colorado, Mr. Chenoweth. 

Mr. CuHEenowetu. No questions. 

Mr. Asprnatut. The two gentlemen who reserved their time, are 
there any questions ? 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Gupser. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and members of the com- 
mittee. 

Mr. Asprnati. The next witnesses are appearing for a group repre- 
senting Kern County, accompanied by our colleague, Congressman 
Hagen. 

Would you bring all of your group to the witness table, and then 
if you would m: ake - your statement and present the witnesses in order, 
we will appreciate it. 


STATEMENT OF HON. HARLAN HAGEN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Hacen. I understand I have leave to file a statement so I will 
merely make 1 or 2 introductory remarks. 

I first want to commend the chairman of the whole committee and 
the members of the committee for their active interest in this prob- 
lem. I might say I introduced a bill with respect to it which I dis- 
cussed prior to introduction with Congressman Hosmer in a favorable 
fashion and also advised Congressman Sisk that I was introducing 

20421—58——10 
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the bill. I mentioned it and he stated that with some minor reserva- 
tions, such a proposition had been acceptable to him much earlier, 
if I am correct in that. 

I make these statements because it is my feeling that unless this 
committee can produce a bill which meets the approval of substan- 
tially all elements interested in water in California, with the possible 
exception of those who philosophically oppose any State water proj- 
ect, that this project will be lashed up in controversies forever. 

Just by way of illustration, I think the State has acquired part of 
this dam site. Whether or not the Federal Government can acquire 
that without the consent of the State, I do not know. But as I under- 
stand it, this proposal, the broad outlines of which are in the bill 
which I have introduced and to which Mr. Bottorff and Mr. Webb 
will refer, is generally acceptable to all of these competing groups 
in California. 

I want to thank you for the opportunity of being here, and want 
to introduce Allen Bottorff, who has practically made this project, 
and Feather River project a career in late years and is prominent in 
the county Farm Bureau. 

Mr. Asprnati. Who is the other gentleman ? 

Mr. Hacen. Vance Webb, who is a member of the Board of Super- 
visors of Kern County. That is the governing body of Kern County. 
He is past chairman of that body and, as I understand, he merely 
wants to introduce a statement in the record. So he will not take any 
of your time other than submission of his statement. 

Mr. AsPINALL. You may proceed, Mr. Bottorff. 


STATEMENT OF ALLEN BOTTORFF, CHAIRMAN OF THE WATER 
PROBLEMS DEPARTMENT, KERN COUNTY FARM BUREAU 


Mr. Borrorrr. I am Allen Bottorff, of Bakersfield, Kern County, 
Calif. I am a farmer and, as a member of the Kern County Farm 
Bureau, serve as chairman of its water problems department. I am 
also a member of the Kern County Water Commission. With me 
today is Mr. Vance Webb, a member of the Board of Supervisors of 
Kern County, who is also a member of the Kern County Water Com- 
mission, 

Although this day, before your committe, may have been reserved 
for opposition witnesses, our position does not remain in that category. 
We are technically in support of one bill before this committee, namely 
H. R. 9969, by Congressman Hagen, because at present it interprets 
closely that certain basic concept which our organization has adopted, 
and which is expressed in the paper entitled, “Statement of Purpose 
and Concept for Timely Development of the State Authorized Feather 
River Project and the Proposed San Luis Unit of the Central Valley 
Project.” This paper is attached hereto as our exhibit B. With it we 
also offer the resolution of the Kern County Farm Bureau, dated 
September 5, 1957, which refers to this instrument. This is our 
exhibit A, attached. 

You will note that our resolution is approved by the Kern County 
Farm Bureau as offering a basically sound, fair, and workable plan 
to cooperatively meet present critical w ater needs and anticipated 
increasing future needs of the areas concerned with earliest protection 
to human life, greatest benefits to the general welfare, and assurance 
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for maintaining and extending the agriculture and general economy 
of the State. 

This has been our continuous attitude in presenting this concept to 
others for their consideration. It has been offered only on its own 
merits in the field of ideas respecting our State’s water problems. 

Before Mr. Hagen introduced H. R. 9969 it could perhaps have been 
correctly stated that we were ina position of opposition to the various 
bills before this committee, because it is true that none of those pre- 
viously offered, as they are now drawn, contain adequate language 
to meet the specifications of this concept. However, there have been 

very encouraging indications that the texts of several of the bills now 
before this committee might be amended to properly express the 
concept’s basic principles. “In this case, of course, any bill now being 
considered by this committee, which is amended to include language 
which fully expresses the concept’s basic ideas and principles, and 
is favored by your committee after favorable report by the Bureau 
of Reclamation and the Department of Interior, will receive our 
support. 

It is our understanding that H. R. 6035, Mr. Sisk’s bill, has been 
favorably reported by the Department of the Interior as of this date. 
We sincerely hope that the very pleasant relationship we have had 
with Mr. Sisk with respect to the possible application of the Kern 
County concept to his bill, will continue; and the same is true respect- 
ing the authors of the other bills before this committee. 

Before disc ussing, however, further details concerning our position, 
the bills before this committee, or the concept, I would like to state 
our position, in general, with respect to the State Feather River proj- 
ect, on which you have already received much testimony and which 
is repeatedly referred to in our own remarks. 

Primarily, we fully support the earliest possible construction, by 
the State, of the Feather River project, including the dam and reser- 
voir at San Luis Creek, which is authorized by the State as the initial 
unit of the California water plan. The Feather River project, when 
constructed, will develop waters originating in the State of California 
and is intended to provide flood relief and supplemental water to 
many areas and water for many people of the State where needed now, 
and in the future. We recognize that the San Luis Dam and Reser- 
voir is an essential part of any portion of the Feather River project 
intended to provide service to many parts of the State, south of the 
northern boundary of Fresno County; and that it should be con- 
structed and remain as an integral part of the Feather River project 
of the California water plan. 

However, it becomes evident upon closely examining the Bureau’s 
San Luis unit report, that several major features of the proposed 
Federal San Luis unit, of specific usefulness to the San Luis unit 
service area, could be advantageously authorized for construction by 
the United States, as a part of the Federal Central Valley project. 
Also it has become evident and generally recognized that such author- 
ization could advantageously include provisions for a contract be- 
tween the United States and the State to permit the coordinated 
joint use of certain respective facilities of each, but particularly of 
the State’s San Luis works, for service by the United States proposed 
San Luis unit. 
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Fundamentally, it is our position that any such authorizing legis- 
lation, and any agreement thereunder, shall recognize the right of the 
State to construct, operate, and control the main-line facilities of the 
State project; and that the State shall exercise control with respect 
to determination and administration of the right to the use of water. 
The United States would control the works of the Federal San Luis 
unit in accordance with reclamation law. 

Because of the urgency of the water problem in several areas 
affected (and these include our own areas), and because of our desire 
to offer a proposal which might reduce controversy respecting the 
subject in our State, there was developed under our auspices follow- 
ing extensive investigation with our water authorities in California, 
the statement of purpose and concept offered for your consideration 
today. This has been equally true with respect to legislative lan- 
guage which has been substantially utilized in the present draft of 
H. R. 9969. You will also undoubtedly recognize some of the lan- 
cuage of H. R. 9969 is quite similar to Mr. Sisk’s H. R. 6035. 

You have already heard testimony which has alluded to the wide- 
spread interest and approval expressed with respect to the Kern 
County concept in the State of California, where it has come before 
many interested people for their consideration and study. 

Governor Knight expressed his serious interest; as did our State 
director of water resources, Harvey O. Banks. 

We have felt encouraged enough by the reception given the con- 
cept to spend consider able time in development of the Janguage which 
appears in H. R. 9969. Assistance was received from the staff of the 
State director of water resources in drafting such language but the 
responsibility of interpretation has been ours. Later it was reviewed 
by a number of persons who have been following this matter and, al- 
though admittedly the text of the bill suggested is imperfect, only 
technical corrections have been offered, thus far by those who have 
reviewed the work. Actually, in developing the language as we did, 
our thought was that it might be useful in framing of amendments 
to existing proposed legislation to make it fully acceptable through- 
out the State. 

I think I should extemporaneously say I refer to the views here 
in this paragraph to those that had been made prior to the time we 
came to Washington. 

We have now participated in discussions on this subject with many 
additional persons representing many of the interested water agencies, 
and organizations in California; and our latest conversations have 
been held with the Bureau of Reclamation here in Washington, where 
we met with Mr. Dominy, the Assistant Commissioner, and his staff, 
this week. 

At a meeting last Tuesday with the Bureau, following its review 
of our material, the Bureau expressed favorable interest in our sug- 
gested legislation on the proposed San Luis unit. The Bureau did 
inform us, however, that it then saw 3, or possibly 4, objections to 
our proposals, perhaps none of which could not be fairly easily 
remedied. 

The questionable fourth item pertained to the possibility that our 
legislative approach might cost the United States a greater amount 
than would be found under one or another of the other presently 
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offered bills. With respect to this possible objection, I will state our 
conviction that we do not believe this will prove true, particularly 
as compared to H. R. 6035, which, of course, is favorably reported so 
far. In fact, we believe there should be little, if any, actual cost 
difference, and there may be found some sav ings to the United States, 
and to the State as well. However, this is something that both the 
Bureau and the State could well look into prov ided there is con- 
tinued interest in other features of our legislation suggestions. 

With respect to two of the remaining objections which were ex- 
pressed by the Bureau, we have now attempted to meet them by de- 
veloping certain new language which are being suggested in the form 
of amendments to Mr. Hagen’s H. R. 9969. We have here a copy 
of these suggested amendments which we will offer with our statement 
today. I would again reemphasize that when we offer these sug- 
gested amendments that we would hope they will have some ultimate 
usefulness in completing the final bill reported out by this committee. 
Perhaps I should technically at this time present that series of 
amendments. 

The last remaining objection—that our suggested legislation has no 
cutoff date within which the agreement contemplated between the 
State and the United States must be completed—we shall not at this 
time propose to remedy. The problem, as we see it, is that which 
arises from the need of maintaining equal pressures on both the State 
and the United States and, furthermore, there is the need to maintain 
equal interest, and thereby equal pressure, on the part of segments, 
small blocs, or even individuals, within the service areas of the re- 
spective projects. We just don’t have the language or perhaps, more 
correctly, we haven’t come up with ideas acceptable, at present even 
to ourselves, to meet this problem; but we are extremely hopeful that, 
with everyone working together to find a proper and acceptable solu- 
tion to this problem, that it may be found. 

Actually, heretofore, we had not given too much consideration to 
this point because we were of the opinion that the very serious water 
situation which exists in the service areas of both the proposed San 
Luis unit and the State Feather River project would actually provide 
sufficient pressure to compel an early reaching of agreement between 
the State and the United States. Perhaps, some thought by both 
sides should be given to this phase of the subject. 

In summary, regarding our suggestions and recommendations for 
legislation language which will fully express the Kern County con- 
cept, they are at present offered through H. R. 9969, but they have 
been prepared purposely as examples of the type of legisl: ation which 
we think should be amended into any bill which will ultimately be 
approved by this committee; and we sincerely hope you will not con- 
sider us presumptuous in presenting our ideas. 

We would also particularly like to express our deep appreciation, 
particularly to Mr. Sisk, and other Congressmen on this committee 
for all the consideration they have given to our proposals, and to 
Congressman Hagen, who saw fit to introduce H. R. 9969, and to the 
officials of both the State and the United States who have so carefully 
reviewed this particular phase of our proposals with us. 

This concludes my prepared statement. I would like at this time 
to submit copies of various resolutions which concern the Kern 
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County Farm Bureau concept which have been received by us. I wish 
to thank you all for your very kind attention. 

These copies, of course, are not certified, but I am quite sure that 
certified copies could be sent and perhaps appear in your record from 
these respective people involved. 

Mr. Asprnaty. Unless there is an objection the resolution of the 
Kern County Farm Bureau dated September 5, 1957, attached as 
exhibit A to Mr. Bottorff’s statement, will be made a part of the 
record at this place. Hearing no objection, it is so ordered. 

Unless there is an objection the Statement of Purpose and Concept 
for the Timely Development of the State Authorized Feather River 
Project and Proposed Federal San Luis Unit of the Central Valley 
Project, attached to Mr. Bottorff’s statement as exhibit B, will be 
made a part of the record at this point. Hearing no objection, it is 
so ordered. 

Unless there is an objection the amendments which have been sub- 
mitted by Mr. Bottorff, also at the request of Congressman Hagen, 
will be made a part of the record following the last insertion. Hear- 
ing no objection, it is so ordered. 

(The documents follows :) 


ExHIsiITt A 
RESOLUTION OF THE KERN CouNnTYy FarM BuREAU, SEPTEMBER 5, 1957 


Whereas the continued advancement of the best interests of the whole State 
of California and of those areas to be directly served or benefited by develop- 
ment of the Feather River project, the San Luis Dam and Reservoir, and related 
water delivery and other facilities, requires the settlement of controversy con- 
cerning under what jurisdiction shall these features of the State’s water develop- 
ment program proceed and function; and 

Whereas, upon careful examination of this issue in Kern County, there has 
been prepared a recommendation entitled “Statement of Purpose and Concept 
for Timely Dev eens of the State Authorized Feather River Project and the 
Proposed Federal San Luis Unit of the Central Valley Project,’ which points a 
way to relieve this problem and thereby permit California’s water development 
to proceed with minimum delay : Now therefore be it 

Resolved, That this statement of purpose and concept (copy attached here- 
to) is hereby approved by the Kern County Farm Bureau as offering a basically 
sound, fair, and workable plan to cooperatively meet present critical water needs 
and anticipated increasing future needs of the areas concerned, with earliest 
protection to human life, greatest benefit to the general welfare, and assurance 
for maintaining and extending the agricultural and general economy of the 
State ; and 

That this action approving this statement of purpose and concept shall be 
made known to our fellow farm bureau members, to our legislators and govern- 
mental administrators, and to other organizations, agencies, and persons having 
interest in this subject; and 

That copies of this resolution and the statement of purposes and concept 
shall be prepared and submitted for consideration with our recommendation 
that it be adopted as a general guide for the purposes defined in the state- 
ment ; and be it further 

Resolved, That this approval and recommendation shall be considered as in- 
tending to implement our previous expressions of approval of the general con- 
cept of the California water plan for full development of the State’s water 
resources to meet the water needs of all areas; and shall in no way be con- 
sidered as a limitation upon our determination to support the purposes of the 
California water plan. 
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CERTIFICATION 


The above resolution was approved by the Kern County Farm Bureau board 
of directors at Bakersfield, Calif., September 5, 1957. 
Attest : 
JAcK G. THOMPSON, President, 
J. R. Newson, Secretary, 
Kern County Farm Bureau. 
Exuisit B 


STATEMENT OF PURPOSE AND CONCEPT FOR TIMELY DEVELOPMENT OF THE STATE 
AUTHORIZED FEATHER RIVER PROJECT AND THE PROPOSED FEDERAL SAN LUIS 
UNIT OF THE CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT 


FOREWORD 


This concept for meeting the urgent water needs of south and west San Joaquin 
Valley and other California areas combines the advantages of State ownership 
and operation of the San Luis Dam and Reservoir and other mainline facilities 
as part of the State authorized Feather River project, as the initial unit of the 
California water plan, with the proposed Federal development of irrigation and 
other water service for the San Luis unit area as part of the Central Valley 
project. 

It is believed that under the concept here to be set forth, water users in the 
San Luis unit area will receive equal service to any heretofore proposed. It is 
further believed that prospective water users of the Feather River project will 
receive timely and unimpaired service in line with existing and future needs. 
It is also believed that both the United States and the State of California can 
develop their respective works with advantage to both; with maximum oppor- 
tunity for cooperation; with lowest possible costs for each under a practical 
plan of development; at lowest costs and with earliest deliveries to water users, 
with increased or more certain water availability. 

A basic objective under the concept is immediate construction of facilities to 
make available surplus water in the delta to areas which need water at the 
earliest possible moment; followed by a larger construction program which will 
increase the quantity of water available for movement south on a firm and 
permanent basis. 

In the operation of both projects it may be found that excess capacity or re- 
quirements exceeding capacity will exist from time to time, particularly in the 
early stages of project development. Under the concept here proposed, if the 
excess capacity of one of the projects coincides, with the excess requirements of 
the other, it will be possible to utilize facilities of the one to the advantage of the 
other and vice versa. 

The sequence of project construction by both the State and the United States 
could be affected by these factors. Both could cooperate toward meeting the 
urgent needs of the two service areas. 

The State could give high priority to construction of the San Luis Dam, forebay, 
and aqueduct from San Luis to Kettleman City, while Federal construction of the 
San Luis pumping plant and other major works required in the San Luis service 
areas, plus distribution facilities in the area, ,;would proceed. 

The State would also extend its facilities, as appropriate, for service to other 
Feather River project service areas which are in critical need of water. Then, 
under the State-Federal agreement here envisoned the available surplus water 
in the delta could be delivered through the Federal project’s facilities as far as 
the State’s San Luis Reservoir, and there stored and further conveyed southward 
through State facilities to be used to meet the most urgent and immediate water 
needs of south and west San Joaquin Valley, in service areas of both projects. 

Construction of other project features by both State and Federal agencies 
would be expected to proceed during this time in line with the buildup of water 
requirements along the line. 


BASIC CONCEPT 


The concept proposed and the premises upon which it is based are as follows: 
(1) The Feather River Dam at Oroville, the San Luis Dam, and other prin- 
cipal features of the Feather River project shall be constructed and operated by 
the State as now authorized. Financing and completion of the Feather River 
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project shall be assured by authorization of general obligation bonds to be sold 
only as required by the State’s construction program and by making available 
other funds under appropriate reimbursement policies. 

Such other funds may be from special and general funds of the State: from 
those received from the Federal Government for flood control, fish and wildlife 
preservation, and recreation, where national interest and policy prevails; and 
from direct loans or other financial participation by the United States as may 
be authorized. 

(2) The State shall construct, as part of the Feather River project, the delta 
cross channel, the pumping plant at the delta near Tracy, the canal from that 
point to the San Luis Reservoir, the San Luis forebay, and the State’s pumping 
plant for delivery of water therefrom to either the San Luis Reservoir or directly 
to the Feather River project main south canal. 

(3) The San Luis Dam and Reservoir, with appropriate forebay, and the 
main canal southward therefrom shall be State owned and operated as features 
of the State-authorized Feather River project, with provisions by agreement with 
the United States, for usefulness to the Federal San Luis unit and other units 
of the CVP on an appropriate basis. 

(4) The San Luis unit, consisting of features proposed by the San Luis report, 
with exception of the San Luis Reservoir, forebay, and main canal, shall be 
authorized as a unit of the Central Valley project (which includes the Trinity 
unit and other units) and shall be financially and operationally integrated 
therewith. 

(5) The existing excess capacity of the Federal Central Valley project's 
Delta-Mendota Canal and Tracy pumping plant will be used primarily for move- 
ment of water from the delta for proposed Federal San Luis unit purposes. 

(6) With the exceptions noted in (4) above, the remainder of the proposed 
major features of the Federal San Luis unit, which are primarily of specific 
value only to the San Luis unit service area and are estimated to cost about $160 
million, shall be constructed by the United States; as likewise may be the pro- 
posed distribution system and other local works to serve the San Luis unit area, 
which are estimated to cost about $184 million; the latter to be contracted for 
by local agencies within the San Luis unit’s service area. 

These major Federal works shall include the pumping plant and other required 
works in vicinity of the State’s San Luis Reservoir to deliver water, moved to 
that point through the Delta-Mendota Canal, to either the State’s San Luis 
Reservoir for storage, or directly to the State’s main canal, for use in the 
Federal San Luis unit service area. 

(7) The Federal Central Valley project will supply or contract for power 
to operate pumps of the Federal San Luis unit. 

(8) Rights to the use of water, in accordance with State law as required 
within service areas of the Federal San Luis unit and the State Feather River 
project, or reasonable assurance that such rights will be forthcoming, shall be 
established. 

CONCEPT OF STATE-FEDERAL AGREEMENT 


The concept of State-Federal relationships in the operation of adjoining and 
connecting State and Federal works under these premises is as follows: 

(1) An agreement shall be executed between the United States and the State 
of California to provide: 

(a) The State shall receive, through the facilities of the Federal unit, 
water for storage in the State’s San Luis Reservoir which will later be 
conveyed through the State’s Feather River project main south canal to 
points of diversion where it will be received for distribution through feder- 
ally constructed works, to water users in the San Luis service area. Water 
similarly provided may also be received directly into the State’s Feather 
River project main south canal for delivery to the headworks of the Federal 
unit’s distribution system. The State shall make an appropriate charge for 
the service of storage and transmission which shall include all costs in- 
volved, including capital costs, on a proportionate use basis consistent with 
other Feather River project water deliveries. 

(b) In the event other facilities of the State Feather River project are of 
service to the Federal San Luis unit or other units of the Central Valley 
project, the United States shall pay an appropriate service and/or an ap- 
propriate share of operation, maintenance and replacement costs in connec- 
tion therewith. 
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(ec) As the counterpart of this provision, in the event facilities of the Fed- 
eral San Luis unit are of service to the State Feather River project, the 
State shall pay an appropriate service charge and/or an appropriate share 
of the operation, maintenance, and replacement costs in connection there- 
with. 

(ad) Operation of the Feather River project for water service to areas as 
presently authorized shall proceed as planned by the State, with due regard 
in construction and operation of project features to provide for meeting the 
State’s contractual obligation with the United States respecting the Federal 
San Luis unit. 

CONCEPT OF OPERATING FEATURES 


The two projects will physically operate under the above premises and agree- 
ment as follows: 

(1) Surplus water from the Sacramento-San Joaquin Rivers delta will be 
picked up by pumps of both the CVP’s Tracy installation and by the Feather 
River project’s Tracy facilities, in proportion to the rights of each and by agree- 
ment in accordance with (b) and (c) above. 

(2) The surplus water in the delta will be firmed by the Federal Central 
Valley project and by the State’s Feather River project, thus providing addi- 
tional water for use within service areas of both projects in respective entitled 
amounts, 

(3) Water pumped by CVP’s Delta pumps will move southward through the 
Delta-Mendota Canal. That portion destined for use in the San Luis unit will 
be repumped through the new Federal San Luis unit pumping plant to either 
the State’s San Luis Reservoir or the States’ main south canal. 
age and transmission of this water shall be properly considered. 

(4) Water pumped by the State project’s Delta pumps will move southward 
through the State’s Delta-San Luis Canal. At San Luis this water will be re- 
pumped to either the reservoir for storage and regulation or to the Feather 
River project main south canal for transmission to the State’s Feather River 
project service areas, with losses in storage and transmission to be properly 
considered. 


Losses in stor- 


SUGGESTED AMENDMENTS TO H. R. 9969 (HAGEN) FOR THE PURPOSE OF CLARIFICA- 
TION OF LANGUAGE IN SOME INSTANCES AND TO MEET TENTATIVE OBJECTIONS OF 
THE BUREAU OF RECLAMATION IN OTHER INSTANCES, SUBMITTED BY ALLEN 
BorTtTorFF, OF BAKERSFIELD 


Amend H. R. 9969 as follows: 

Amendment 1. On page 2, line 9, add after the word “works” these words: 
“of the San Luis unit”. 

Amendment 2. On page 2, line 18, add after the word “be” these words: 
“authorized by this Act and”’. 

Amendment 3. On pages 2 and 3, commencing on line 25 of page 2, strike out 
the phrase “as features of the Feather River project by the State” and 
“by the State to furnish a water supply for the San Luis service area and for 
the service areas of the State Feather River project, to wit:” 

Amendment 4. On page 2, line 24, strike out the words “will be” and insert 
in their stead “under the agreement with the State, authorized by this Act, 
are to be”’, 

Amendment 5. On page 3, line 8, between the words “the” and “Central” insert 
the word “Federal” and strike the word “and” after the word “project” and 
insert after the word “project” the phrase “‘with the State”. 

Amendment 6. On page 3, line 11, after the word “may” insert the words 
“most efficiently”. 

Amendment 7. On page 3, line 12, after the word “works” insert the phrase 
“of the San Luis unit”. 

Amendment 8. On page 3, line 15, strike the words “the execution of such an” 
and in their stead substitute “said’’. 

Amendment 9. On page 3, line 16, strike the period after the word “State” 
and insert “has been executed.’’. 

Amendment 10. On page 3, line 22, strike the comma and the phrase “in accord- 
ance with” after the word “works” and insert in its stead the words “referred to”’. 

Amendment 11. On pages 3 and 4, commencing on line 24 of page 3, strike the 
words “permit (i) immediate joint use and coordinated operation with the San 
Luis unit or (ii) such subsequent enlargement or other modification as may be 
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required for joint use and coordinated operation therewith ;’”’ and insert in their 
stead the following: “provide the capacities required to serve both the State 
Feather River project service areas and the Federal San Luis unit service area ;’’. 

Amendment 12. On page 5, after the word “unit” on line 2, add a new subsec- 
tion (e) as follows: “The right of the United States to use of the capacity of 
the State San Luis works shall be the designed capacity thereof, to be deter- 
mined by the Secretary, not to exceed, however, one million acre-feet, required 
to provide water service to the San Luis unit service area.” Redesignate present 
subsection ‘‘(e)” as subsection “(f)’’. 

Amendment 13. On page 8, line 6, strike the period after the word ‘water” 
and insert after said word ‘water’ the phrase “outside of the San Luis service 
area.”’. 


Mr. Asprnatu. Unless there is an objection, the last pamphlet to 
which Mr. Bottorff made reference known as the information release 
of the Kern County Farm Bureau, with attendant papers, will be 
made a part of the file. Hearing no objection it is so ordered. 

(The document will be found in the files of the committee.) 

Mr. AsprnaLu. We will now hear from Mr. Webb. 


STATEMENT OF VANCE WEBB, MEMBER, BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, 
KERN COUNTY, CALIF. 


Mr. Wess. I have here a certified copy of a resolution that has 
been adopted by the Kern County Board of Supervisors in regular 
session on January 7, and I woud like to ask that that be made a 
part of the record to support the Kern County concept. 

Mr. Asprnauu. This paper carries proper certification and is an au- 
thentic copy. Unless there is an objection, the request of Mr. Webb 
will be granted, and it will be made a part of the record at this point 
in the hearing. 

Hearing no objection, it is so ordered. 

(The document follows :) 


BEFORE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, COUNTY OF KERN, STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


In the matter of: “Statement of Purpose and Concept” In Re Development 
of Water Resources 


Recorded 7th day of January, 1958, Book 120 of Official Minutes. 

I, Vera K. Gibson, county clerk and ex officio clerk of the Board of Supervisors 
of the County of Kern, State of California, do hereby certify that the following 
resolution, proposed by Supervisor Webb, seconded by Supervisor Holt, was 
duly passed and adopted by said Board of Supervisors at an official meeting 
hereof this 7th day of January, 1958, by the following vote, to wit: 

Ayes: Woollomes, Holt, Ming, Webb, Hanning. 

Noes : None. 

Absent: None. 


[SEAL] VERA K. GIBSON, 
County Clerk and ew Officio Clerk of the Board of Supervisors, 
County of Kern, State of California. 


RESOLUTION 

SEcTION 1. Whereas: 

(a) The Kern County Farm Bureau by its resolution dated the 5th day of 
September 1957 did adopt that certain program and statement of policy en- 
titled “Statesment of Purpose and Concept for Timely Development of the 
State Authorized Feather River Project and the Proposed Federal San Luis 
Unit of the Central Valley Project” ; and 

(b) Said statement propounds a program and policy for the beneficial develop- 
ment of the water resources of the State of California in the best public interest 
of the County of Kern and the State of California in its entirety ; and 
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(c) The immediate and continued development of the water resources of this 
State being urgent and essential to the economic welfare of this County and 
State; and 

(d) The Kern County Water Commission has recommended the adoption of 
this resolution as herein set forth; 

Sec. 2. Now, Therefore, it is hereby 

Resolved by the Board of Supervisors of the County of Kern, State of Cali- 
fornia, as follows: 


1. That this Board of Supervisors does hereby recommend that the prin- 
ciples set forth in said statement of the Kern County Farm Bureau entitled 
“Statement of Purpose and Concept of the State Authorized Feather River Proj- 
ect and Proposed Federal San Luis Unit of the Central Valley Project” shall 
be used as a guide in the development of proposed legislation or amendments 
to existing legislation concerning the said proposed San Luis Unit. 

2. That the Clerk of this Beard of Supervisors forthwith prepare certified 
copies of this resolution and forward the same as follows: 

15 copies to Supervisor Vance Webb, Chairman, Water Resources Com- 
mittee, Kern County Board of Supervisors ; 

1 copy to Kern County Farm Bureau ; 

1 copy to Kern County Water Commission ; 

1 copy to Water Association of Kern County. 

Mr. Asprnatu. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia, Mr. Engle, for any questions. 

Mr. Enete. How much money would the State have to put up 
under this proposal ? 

Mr. Borrorrr. It would be necessary for the State, in order to 
properly carry out the program here outlined, to put up the share 
of the money required to construct the San Luis Reservoir and main 
line canal south. That would construct the forebay and afterbay 
which also would be particularly joint-use works. And, depending 
upon the size to which they might be constructed, the cost could be 
somewhere in the neighborhood of $130 million to perhaps $180 mil- 
lion plus that amount which would be reached in the agreement as 
the funds made available by the United States in the joint-use facili- 
ties. In addition, in order to properly serve the service areas of the 
State, it would require construction of pumps and canals by the 
State from the delta to the San Luis Reservoir and other items that 
they might set. 

Such costs—I refer to information we have received, that is listed 
in the yellow book—would be substantially in the neighborhood of 
$130 million or $140 million, I would say maybe about "$175 million. 
I do not propose to speak for the State in this. I just am trying to 
draw on information in order to give you some as we have seen it. 

There are, of course, items in relation to the Feather River project 
that go far beyond these figures, conservation work and other 
facilities. 

There are opportunities, of course, for flexibility of size in con- 
struction of the particular Feather River project plants. 

Mr. Enoie. Under this proposal, the State would not proceed to 
build a 2-million-acre reservoir now; they would build the first step. 
Is that it ¢ 

Mr. Borrorrr. I do not know that I can answer that, Mr. Engle. 
The material I have sets out that possibility and other information we 
have received, but I think it would be a matter of determination of 
the water-yield possibilities under either procedure. 

Mr. Ener. As I understand, under the Sisk bill the Federal Gov- 
ernment would build the initial million acre-feet and an agreement 
would be executed which would permit the enlargement of the reser- 
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voir by the State to 2 million acre-feet so that the San Luis Reservoir 
could operate as a feature of the Feather River project. 

Your proposal reverses the situation. 

Mr. Borrorrr. It pretty much reverses the situation and provides 
a line of demarcation between the respective projects. It maintains 
the integrity of both, subject to the coordinating agreement that would 
be drawn. 

Mr. Enete. It is hard for me to see much difference if the agree- 
ment is good and solid in either case. I notice you said you did not 
think there would be much differen e in the joint operation. 

Mr. Borrorrr. I think that would be a matter of engineering deter- 
mination and financial information development, engineering and 
financial determination. 

Mr. Eneore. I think that is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Asprnatz. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Nebraska, 
Dr. Miller. 

Dr. Minier. At the hearing that was held on the San Luis project 
in May 1956, were your views presented at that time ? 

Mr. Borrorrr. Yes; they were, sir. 

Dr. Miuier. In the report of the Department of Interior, I notice 
they recommend enactment of H. R. 6035, the bill introduced by Mr. 
Sisk. 

Mr. Borrorrr. Yes. 

Dr. Mitier. This bill, H. R. 9969, is recent, introduced January 14 
of this year. 

Mr. Borrorrr. That is correct. 

Dr. Miter. You have had no opportunity to get a report from the 
Department on this particular bill 

Mr. Borrorrr. That is correct. 

Dr. Mutter. In what respect does this differ from Mr. Sisk’s bill? 

Mr. Borrorrr. We did not attempt to delete and insert. Perhaps 
that would have been one way to approach it, insofar as our pro- 
posal is concerned, to Mr. Sisk’s bill. 

There is language in our bill, as I call it now—I guess perhaps I 
should say “our recommendations,” would be the way to put it—that 
more accurately describes exactly what we are getting at than we have 
so far seen in any measures before you. Beyond that I think it would 
be necessary almost to define the differences, section by section. 

There are identical words in this recommended measure which we 
now are supporting as H. R. 9969 with the language in Mr. Sisk’s 
bill. 

Mr. Hacen. Would the gentleman yield ? 

Dr. Miller, I think basically the difference is that under the pro- 
posal we are talking about the main storage structures at San Luis 
and the main egress canal would be under the ownership and opera- 
tion of the State with the Federal Government entitled, under proper 
arrangements, to participate in the use thereof, whereas under the 
Sisk proposal, there would be some different type of jurisdiction, with 
the end proviso that ultimately the State might be able to purchase 
the whole thing. 

Further, I think the Sisk bill, in large measures, contemplates the 
possibility that the Federal Government would go ahead on its own 
without any agreement with the State and construct the San Luis 
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project adequate only for the San Luis service area, whereas the basic 
intent at least of this other proposal is that these things move forward 
together and the contracting agency might be either the State or 
possibly the Federal Government but the ultimate ownership would 
be that of the State in these particular works. 

Dr. Minter. This bill could not be adopted without some agreement 
with the State as far as partnership participation. 

On page 8 of this bill 9969, line 2, there is some language there I 
had not seen before in the bills: 

The provisions of the Federal reclamation laws shall not be applicable to 
water deliveries or to the use of drainage facilities serving lands under contract 
with the State to receive a water supply or to dispose of drainage water. 

That may be all right. 

[ do not know what attitude the Department might take on it. It 
would nullify reclamation and yet expect to receive Federal reclama- 
tion assistance. 

Is that true of the Sisk bill, too? 

Mr. Borrorrr. I think that perhaps is the intent of the Sisk bill 
where the benefits do not extend specifically on a permanent basis out- 
side of the service area of the San Luis unit. 

Dr. Mriier. In any event, you want to get some report from the 
Department on it. 

Mr. Hacen. Mr. Miller, that does not relate to the drainage from 
the San Luis project, it relates to drainage of the water which would 
he delivered by the State of California. 

Dr. Mrnuer. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Borrorrr. There is some clarifying language in the amend- 
ment that Mr. Hagen has helped prepare ‘that will be in the record, 
too, which is on that subject. 

Mr. Asprnatyu. The gentleman from California, Mr. Sisk. 

Mr. Sisk. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Bottorff, for purposes of the record here, I think we should 
explore a little more this breakdown in costs because there have been 
various figures talked about as to whether or not, if the present H. R. 
6035 is amended to include in general your proposal, it would increase 
the cost to the Federal Government or would decrease the cost to the 
Federal Government. 

In answer to Mr. Engle’s question, I do not know whether it was 
entirely clear as to the State’s responsibility in total financing of the 
reservoir and the main canals, and the actual breakdown between the 
amount of money the Federal Government would put in to build what 
would be a part of the Central Valley project, which is the pumping 
plants at the site. 

Will you give us a little better breakdown as to how that breaks 
down in cost between what the Federal Government will actually 
finance and what the State will actually finance / 

Mr. Borrorrr. I think perhaps in asking me that question, and 
in any attempt I make to give you a direct answer, I should qualify 
this to this extent, right off the reel, and that is the answer to this 
question really requires specific studies by both the Bureau and the 
State, and that in our thinking, after having received what we con- 
sider to be basic financial information, our conclusion has been that 
there would likely be little, if any, difference one way or the other, 
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and that if there were efficiencies brought into the picture there could 
possibly be a savings to both. I think ‘it is a matter of negotiation. 

Now specifically ‘the State would look forward, of course, to having 
the Federal Government put in its share of money to the extent it 
would require the reservoir space and the carrying capacity of the 
main line canal south therefrom, and the State would be the agency 
that would proceed to develop both the main line canal and the res- 
ervoir and certain other facilities, of course, that have no partic- 
ular joint use purpose. Or if it would be, it would only be incidental 
or very temporary. 

I should say, incidentally, in the concept we envision there could 
be possibly such reciprocal operation where interim short term facil- 
ities of one could aid the other and vice versa. 

That is not the point I think you are getting at. The point is 
mainly, what does the State build and where does the United States 
come into the picture with respect to them, and what does the United 
States build itself as required as a part of the Central Valley project ? 

Of course, in this instance we have seen that there are a great 
many—extensive, in fact—items that have been included as indicated 
in the major works of the San Luis unit which are not absolutely or 
specifically parts of the Prather River project main line works 
through there. So we have assigned automatically those that the 
San Luis unit report has indicated in that manner, in our thinking. 
I do not say we are er in this at all. We also assigned uphill 
pumping, Pleasant Valley Canal, the various distribution works and 
facilities ultimately perhaps to be built. by the Federal Government, 
as the agencies in their respective areas so contract with the United 
States for their financing. 

We have had breakdowns and they do appear, but I think it is a 
matter for study actually. I know there would be a very extensive Fed- 
eral project and, of course, that these, added to existing authorizations 
under the Central Valley project, would be the items that the United 
States would be looked to for financing. 

Mr. Sisk. The point I am attempting to bring out: I think in our 
discussions out in the State I generally understood what is in this. 
However, within the past 24 hours, I have had some of my colleagues 
ask me certain questions here, and a number of them are not here ‘this 
morning, and I think it is necessary we get into the record the actual 
facts back of the proposal regarding the financing as distinguished 
from whom the construction agency may be, because there seems to be 
some confusion about that. That was the point I wanted to bring out. 

For example, as was suggested to me by one of my colleagues, he 

said, “If the State is going to build the reservoir and build the canal, 

then all the financial responsibility that the Federal Government then 
has is to build the pumping plant, and that is a fine deal because 
that will not cost us nearly as much money.’ 

Now, I do not understand it that way, and I am sure you do not 
understand it that way. 

The point I want to get into the record here is if the State constructs 
the reservoir—tlet me ask this question in order to get it into the record. 

If the State constructs the reservoir, is the State going to pay the 
total cost of the reservoir ? 
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Mr. Borrorrr. No; not ultimately under the theory we include in 
this concept. But I would like to point out, if I may, on the subject 
of pumps, that we picture the poseibitity, in fact the nec essity, of the 
pumps of the Federal Government setting almost side by side with the 
pumps of the State because there have been definite indications here, 
and in particular Mr. Ernst’s letter to Mr, Engle—I think it was in 
July some time—that the pump faciilties were “not adequate without 
increase as to how they had figured them in their original unit report 
anyway for the service to the San Luis unit service area itself. There- 
fore, there is not intended to be, at least on anything but an interim 
short-term basis, any capacities in the pumps of the United States that 
would be useful to the State project. 

Mr. Hacen. Would the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Sisk. Yes. 

Mr. Hacen. As I understand it, Mr. Sisk, your plan contemplates 
two canals, for example, out of the dam site, whereas this contemplates 
a joint-use canal, which I would say on the surface would be cheaper 
for all part Y concerned, for example. 

Mr. Stsx. I do not believe I can agree exactly, as I understand 
your question. 

Mr. Borrorrr. If I could interject, originally in the Feather River 
project report, they had a main-line canal coming southward at a 
certain elevation which, I believe, was about 50 feet different than 
the San Luis unit main-line canal. But I believe that studies have 
been going on between the State and the United States in Sacramento 
and other parts of the country which they could report on as to the 
desirability of effecting joint use in that main-line canal. 

Mr. Sisk. Yes. I am trying to say my bill only contemplates one 
canal. 

I would like to yield for a moment to Mr. McFarland for clarifica- 
tion, is this not the case, Mr. Bottorff—under the Sisk bill the Federal 
Government builds the works and the State contributes their share. 
Under this concept, the State builds the works and the Federal Gov- 
ernment contributes their share. Assuming the State builds the proj- 
ect for the same cost, then, theoreticaly, there would be no difference 
so far as the cost to the Federal Government and the cost to the State ? 

Mr. Borrorrr. Yes. 

Mr. MoFaruanp. It is a matter of changing the construction 
agencies. 

Mr. Borrorrr. Of the joint-use works. Of course, there would be 
independent works entirely to both. As I said, they would only 
have minor reciprocal opportunities. 

Mr. Sisk. That is what I wanted to get clear. Actually, what we 
have under discussion here is not any particular difference in finane- 
ing or difference in cost but a difference in approach as to the con- 
struction agency and who actually will do the operating, and so forth. 
Is that not correct ? 

Mr. Borrorrr. Specifically, it would seem to me true that the oper- 
ating controls would follow along the lines of respective ownership of 
the works, with the exception of that joint use that goes in the reservoir 
and canal and forebay which would be under the coordinating agree- 
ment and contract arranged between the State and the United States. 

Mr. Sisk. You understand, of course, that with the situation here 
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in Washington, in view of the fact that finances are a pretty important 
item, if the State is going to pick up a substantially larger part of the 

tab and reduce the Federal money, it would be most inviting. That 
is why I wanted to get certain things into the record, to indicate 
actually that the difference in the two concepts is not so much a dif- 
ference in concept of who is going to do the financing, but as to who 
is going to be the construction agency. 

Mr. Borrorrr. May I add one point ? 

Mr. Sisk. Go ahead, because 1 propose to leave this particular sub- 
ject then 

Mr. Borrorrr. The needs of the State in connection with the water 
development program are extensive and immense, as you have heard. 
So the problem of finance with respect to this really has to completely 
be faced, and the idea, of course, would be to have the United States 
do their proper share in connection with this. And we have proposed 
one way of accomplishing that in our legislation proposals. There 
might be found another way even. I donot know. Ifthe United States 
is so short it cannot come into the picture, I can tell you one thing, 
we are too short of water, and we have too much at stake in our economy 
to let this work be delayed. 

Mr. Sisk. And it is proposed, of course, in the conce »pt you have pro 
posed, as it is in the bill, H. R. 6035, that the people in the San Luis 
and the districts would sign contracts to repay the total costs of the 
Federal Government investment. 

Mr. Borrorrr. I would think the assigned cost to the unit would 
be treated as they have been in the past by the Federal Government in 
the Reclamation Bureau’s program. 

Mr. Sisk. We both understand, then, that the Federal Government, 
of course, must in any legislation which might be accepted by the Con- 
gress and enacted, be in a position to guarantee to the users in that 
area the waters which would be required to justify their signing the 
contract to repay the Federal Government’s costs. Is that right? 

Mr. Borrorrr. We use the same terms in connection with the matter 
of rights and use of water you use in your bill, as I recall. 

Mr. Sisk. This is an important feature. 

Mr. Borrorrr. With respect to the requirements for space in the 
reservoir and transmission facilities, we have tried to meet certain 
objections that were mentioned at the meeting with the Bureau through 
the amendments that Mr. Hagen helped with and which are in the 
record and which I here recommend. 

Mr. Sisk. As you know, I have made publicly the statement that I 
will be glad to accept as amendments any of this concept which can 
be worked i in which will fit in with the program and which will give 
us water in our area at the required price. 

The point I want to make clear is that we do understand the Govern- 
ment must be in a position to guarantee the delivery of the water in 
order to justify the people in the area signing contracts to repay the 
cost, just as, of course, the State will require for its delivery a contract 
to repay the costs by its customers of their portion of the cost. 

Mr. Borrorrr. I think it is a parallel situation. 

Mr. Sisk. One other question on cost and then we will leave that. 

Would you, as a matter of personal opinion, say that it would be 
cheaper to construct the dam and reservoir and so forth, to its initial 
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total capacity in the beginning or would you anticipate, because of 
financial difficulties, only building it to the 1 million acre-feet in its 
initial phase? 

Mr. Borrorrr. I think that subject should be finally determined on 
the basis of the engineering facts involved, and on the facts relating 
to the cost of money insofar as the terms that might exist between the 
period of the one type of construction as compared to the other. 

As a matter of personal opinion, [ pretty much prefer not to say 
anything beyond that. 

I was in the grading business as a land leveling contractor and han- 
dled dirt for 14 or 15 years, and I know there are problems in building 
an earth-filled dam and raising them after they are built. Such things 
as the location of the available material, the borrow pit material that 
would have to be used in raising the dam, are all in the picture. Those 
are engineering determinations. 

As far as I am concerned, and those and the facts as they develop 
and the financing problems, and you have the answer. And the water 
yield. 

I will add one thing—and the studies respecting water yield. 

Mr. Sisk. I realize the need of water, for example, in Kern County 
is similar to the need in other areas. Of course, unless this project is 
built to its ultimate capacity in its initial phase, any long contemplated 
delay in increase would slow you down in receiving water in that area. 
I think if it could be done, for your benefit—I am speaking now of 
Kern County and areas to the south—for their benefit, if it could be 
built to the ultimate size to start with, it would give you that water 
sooner. 

Mr. Borrorrr. It depends on the studies. I purposely eliminated 
too much reference to our own situation where we are located, because 
I wanted to get to the concept and the problems we might have in 
mind respecting it. But I have a brief statement here that bears on 
that subject, and if I could I would like to put it in the record. It 
is just a single sheet. I do not know even whether it is grammatically 
correct. We have tremendous overdrafts in our area and are looking 
toward the Feather River project as a solution to our problems, as 
many other areas, and I think you recognize that. 

Mr. Sisk. I certainly do. 

Mr. Borrorrr. We hope the rest of the State is becoming aware of 
it as well as the United States, for that matter, and what it entails. 

Mr. Sisk. Mr, Bottorff, there is one other question. You heard the 
testimony this morning by Congressman Cebus and the representa- 
tives from the Santa Clara-San Benito-Monterey-Santa Cruz area. 
Would you have any objection to the inclusion of his section 4 in his 
bill in any legislation which we might enact ? 

Mr. Borrorrr. I do not really know what is in it. It appears to be 
highly conditioned. I think I would just have to say that I will talk 
it over with our Congressman and, as time goes on, we will have an 
answer to that. I think it is up to him to make a lot of decisions re- 
specting it. I have not discussed it with our people. Ordinarily we 
go over a lot of these things together. 

We are firmly behind the development of the State water plan. 
So if it is consistent with that development, I do not see where there 
would be any objection. 
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Mr. Sisk. In other words, as I understand your final answer to the 
question, if this fits in and harmonizes with the State water plan, 
you would have no objection to the inclusion of the proposal for 
service to the Santa Clara-San Benito-Alameda-Monterey county area 
as a part of this project. Is that correct now ? 

Mr. Borrorrr. I would say that conditionally, the way I said it be- 
fore. I talked these things over with our local people and think of it 
in terms of the California water plan, drawing on the assumption that 
reasonable feasibility is involved, engineering feasibility, and with 
California water plan applic ations, I do not see any objection. 

Mr. Sisk. That is providing the engineering and economic feasi- 
bility studies would have to bee ompleted. I wanted to get the attitude 
of your group as much as possible on it. Is that your answer, Mr. 
Webb? 

Mr. Wess. That is right. As long as it is engimeeringly and eco- 
nomically feasible and part of the California water plan, I see no 
objection as long as the Bureau approves. 

Mr. Asprnaut. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Wash- 
ington, Mr. Westland. 

Mr. WestLanp, What type crops would be grown on this land to be 
irrigated ? 

Mr. Borrorrr. Under the general overall proposal, all the crops in 
the valley would be involved. You are talking as to the specific bill 
which would serve the San Luis unit service area, perhaps, or the 
concept, sir? 

Mr. Westianp. What type crops would be grown on the lands to 
be irrigated under the project ? 

Mr. Borrorrr. Speaking for the San Luis unit service area, there 
was a statement made here yesterday by Mr. O’Neill and others on 
that subject. 

Mr. Hacen. I might answer that, Mr. Westland, if I may. 

Mr. WesTLAND. Yes. 

Mr. Hagen. We are talking about two separate things here. One 
is the area to be served by Mr. Sisk’s proposal and the other is the 
area to be served by the State works. In Mr. Sisk’s area crops which 
would be served would be cotton, alfalfa, alfalfa seed, barley, and some 
truck crops. 

Basically, farther south in the Kern County area, where the de- 
liveries would not be Federal, you have the same cropping pattern, 
with the addition perhaps of 1 or 2 other crops. 

It is suggested that with this increased water supply in Mr. Sisk’s 
area, the cropping pattern would change, there would be a switch 
from cotton and barley and these other crops into apricots and grapes, 
and so forth. 

Mr. Borrorrr. That could occur in the State project service area, 
too. 

Mr. Westianp. In somewhat similar legislation, we put in a para- 
graph that these lands will not be planted to crops which are now in 
surplus for a certain period of years. It certainly does not seem 
to make much sense to me that the Federal Government should be 

called on to put in several hundred million dollars on a project to 
bring lands into production of crops that are already in production 
and for which the Federal Government is already paying hundreds 
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of millions of dollars to take out of production. We have had that 
sort of phraseology, I believe, in the upper Colorado River project. 

Mr. Asprnatu. If the gentleman will yield. That is right. This 
matter has been taken care of as far as the supporters of the San Luis 
project is concerned. Now, what these gentlemen are after, includ- 
ing Congressman Hagen, is "a State project which would have no ex- 
penditure of Federal funds tied to it and would not come under the 
excess acreage provision. 

Mr. WestLANnp. I can understand that where the Federal Govern- 
ment is not involved in the project, they might not have anything to 
say about it, but where Federal funds are involved I think there 
should be a qualification some place in the bill. 

Mr. Hagen. I might say, further, Mr. Westland, depending on 
what kind of a cotton program Congress adopts—and I would say 
cotton is basically the surplus involved—there may not be any cotton 
surplus at that time actually. There is not any surplus of the kind 
of cotton that is grown out there. It is the kind of cotton that does 
not go into loan. 

Mr. WestLanp. That is fine, but where we have a crop that is al- 
ready surplus and we are supporting that crop and asking farmers 
to cut their production, it seems to me that some qualifying state- 
ment should be in the bill. 

That is all. 

Mr. THomson. Will the gentleman yield to me ¢ 

Mr. WEsTLAND. Yes. 

Mr. THomson. I would like to ask, on this State project are some 
of the lands to be brought in for farming new lands, or is it supple- 
mental water / 

Mr. Borrorrr. Actually it is supplemental, to a large degree. The 
overdrafts already indicated in many of the areas that the State 
project will serve, just as the Federal project will serve, are exten- 
sive, the overdrafts on the underground waters. 

We have lands that undoubtedly will go out of production, unless 
supplemental water is brought in so that there will be losses in the 
State Feather River project service areas—I do not happen to be in 
the San Luis service unit area mayeetl and I am sure they have lands 
that will soon go out of production without provision for supple- 
mental water. 

As to what may be expected on new lands, I would say I cannot see 
where normal and natural growth will not take place. I believe that 
the population increases and just the ambitions of farmers as inde- 
pendent operators to go into business as they see the opportunity 
might add lands into the picture, and I do not see how you can prevent 
it if you want to have any kind of a free economy. 

Mr. THomson. How much new land do you estimate will be brought 
into production under this State system of which you are speaking? 

Mr. Borrorrr. I do not think that they will amount to a great de al. 

Mr. Tuomson. Is there going to be a change in use as far as hav ing 
more water there for produci ing cotton or some other crop that they 
do not produce now ¢ 

Mr. Borrorrr. There could be a change in the pattern of farming, 
to some extent. 
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Mr. Tuomson. Is there going to be Federal money involved from 
the standpoint of soil conservation to level these lands, and that sort 
of thing? 

Mr. Borrorrr. I do not know of any practice of that nature at the 
present time in the valley at all. 

Mr. THomson. They do not have to level? 

Mr. Borrorrr. I do not think there is a soil conservation payment 
on that score in that area. 

Mr. Hagen. Mr. Thomson, the State is presumably going ahead 
with their own project, whether or not this committee does anything, 
and the question confronting you is whether you are going to afford Mr. 
Sisk’s farmers what amounts to a cheaper rate for water by virtue of 
the tie-in with the Central Valley project in coordination with the 
State works. So with respect to the deliveries to the State-served 
lands, the problem of conservation, and so forth, really does not hinge 
in this committee. 

Mr. Tuomson. I merely say that is a very real problem in putting 
through bills dealing with reclamation and that sort of thing, and if 
this involved wheat acres being shifted to the irrigated areas and unit 
areas and so forth, other things might be considered too. I think you 
are on the Agriculture Committee with regards to soil conservation 
practices and subsidies that are involved here. 

Mr. Hagen. Actually, to my knowledge, there is no wheat at all 
grown on any of this land, and the only grain crop grown is barley. 
The only reason they grow that is because they do not have a sufficient 
water supply to plant all of it to some other crop. 

Mr. Tuomson. Thank you. 

Mr. Westianp. I am finished. 

Mr. AsrrnaLu. The gentleman from California, Mr. Hosmer. 

Mr. Hosmer. In view of the lateness of the hour, Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to reserve my time. 

Mr. Asprnauu. The gentleman from Colorado, Mr. Chenoweth. 

Mr. Cuenoweru. I want to ask a question or two. 

What is your’ position on the Sisk bill? Let’s assume now Mr. 
Hagen did not have a bill pending before the committee. Are you for 
or against the Sisk bill ? 

Mr. Borrorrr. I would be in the position of offering amendments 
that would be similar to much of the language in Mr. Hagen’s bill and, 
under those conditions, would be in favor of the bill. 

Mr. Cuenowernu. You are not for the Sisk bill as now written? 

Mr. Borrorrr. And not as now written. I think he understands 
that. 

Mr. CuenowerH. You want to go further than the Sisk bill goes; is 
that it ? 

Mr. Borrorrr. We want to go in a little different direction, I think, 
and a little different manner. I do not think necessarily further, just 
a different manner. 

Mr. CuenowetH. Therefore, you are sponsoring the Hagen bill? 

Mr. Borrorrr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. That incorporates all you want in this project ? 

Mr. Borrorrr. As it stands today, it is pretty much the latest ideas 
I could offer on the subject. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. I think that is all. 

Mr. Asprnauu. The gentleman from California, Mr. Utt. 
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Mr. Urr. I just wanted to ask, is not the so-called Kern concept 
generally now acceptable to the city of Los Angeles and the Metro- 
politan Water District ? 

Mr. Borrorrr. I would say that I have heard that is true, but they 
are probably able to speak for themselves. 

Mr. Urr. I have had communications from both of them saying that 
they hope the current concept could be worked into the Sisk bill and 
make it acceptable to them. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Asprnati. The gentleman from Wyoming, Mr. Thomson. 

Mr. THomson. No further questions. 

Mr. Asprnaty. The Chair has 1 or 2 questions on this particular 
proposal. Would what you gentlemen are proposing at this place be 
feasible and practical without the San Luis project itself? In other 
words, is the project which you have in mind able to stand on its 
own feet ? 

Mr. Borrorrr. Are you speaking of the State project itself? 

Mr. Asprnatu. I am speaking for the Kern County facilities of the 
State project. 

Mr. Borrorrr. We only think of the Kern County facility in rela- 
tion to the remaining facilities of the Feather River project including 
service to southern California. They would be related. I am sure 
they will be feasible. 

Mr. Asprnatu. If it is made a part of the so-called Feather River 
project for which the State is responsible. Is that what you mean? 

Mr. Borrorrr. That is correct, yes; the whole thing. 

Mr. Asprnati. Is there any other part of the proposed Feather 
River project which has to do with the irrigation of lands—— 

Mr. Borrorrr. That is correct. 

Mr. Asprnati. Wait a minute. Is there any other part of the 
proposed Feather River project which has to do with the irrigation 
of lands? 

Mr. Borrorrr. Just lands owned by people of the State, people that 
have the lands in the State, I think, certainly. It is a project that 
serves both irrigation of lands and use by people throughout its serv- 
ice areas as described in the Feather River project report. 

I might say that we have looked forward to something in the 
neighborhood of 840,000 acre-feet, ultimately, of water from the 
Feather River project, and we have an overdraft of about 700,000 
acre-feet in Kern County now. 

Mr. Asprnaty. Let me ask the question this way: Would it be 
possible for you to get the benefits that you desire from enlargement 
of the San Luis project constructed by the Federal Government 
without any reference to the Feather River project ? 

Mr. Borrorrr. With regards to that; we have information that, 
in order to do that, it would require extensive conservation works in 
addition to those now developed by the Federal Government; would 

require extension of offstream storage facilities; would require exten- 
sion of canals, the cost of which would probably run in the neigh- 
borhood of 400 or 500 million dollars. Three hundred million anyway. 

That was contained in a letter we had from Mr. Hagen, who 
analyzed the situation in December of 1954 in a newsletter, w vhich was 


one of the things that induced us to give a great deal of thought to 
this problem. 
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Mr. Asprnauu. I will put the question this way: If the San Luis 
Reservoir were increased to 2 million acre-feet, as proposed in the 
overall program, would that take care of the storage of the water 
that would be necessary to take care of your project in Kern County / 

Mr. Borrorrr. It will take care of ours and the rest of the State 
coincident, provided the development of the dam at Oroville of the 
Feather River project proceeds, which is a related fac ility and which 
works together with the reservoir capacity of the San Luis Reservoir 
in the regulation of the flow to the south of that point. 

Mr. Asprnat. Mr. McFarland / 

Mr. McFartanp. Just to clarify the point, if the Federal Govern- 
ment extended the San Luis project to the south, would not they serve 
lands in your area in substantially the same manner the State would / 

Mr. Borrorrr. One of the proposals which was on the basis of a sort 
of cursory survey, or what is called a reconnaissance survey, indicated 
the extent of their service to areas under the Avenal Gap proposal. 
It was evidently intended to supply water to lands not now developed, 
and our concern is service to lands of Kern County which are de- 
veloped and now have existing deficiencies, and which the Feather 
River project—the canal facilities of the distribution system of the 
Feather River project expect to bisect and deliver some of the waters 
of the Feather River project, and the lands in that respect have never 
been otherwise specified. So they are different. 

Mr. McFarianp. What you are saying, then, by looking at it from 
the overall project viewpoint, your lands then would be ‘served in a 
different manner ? 

Mr. Borrorrr. Somewhat in a different manner than those origi- 
nally proposed by the Bureau. There would have to be substantial 
changes, and as far as the Feather River project canal alinement as 
shown on the basic report of the Feather River project, it comes 
within the neighborhood of or through the lands that we have presently 
developed and which are presently developed. 

Mr. Aspinatu. Which are presently in large holdings, is that not 
right ? 

Mr. Borrorrr. What is that / 

Mr. Asprnaty. And which mostly are presently in large holdings / 

Mr. Borrorrr. We have thousands of farmers in our area, sir. 

Mr. AsprnaLu. That does not answer my question. I want to know 
if there are large holdings. In other words, if the Federal Govern- 
ment builds the project, it would be necessary for you to comply with 
the 160-acre limitation provision unless we make an exception / 

Mr. Borrorrr. There are presently some large holdings. There is 
no question about that. There are also presently some medium-sized 
and small holdings. 

Mr. Asprnaty. The large-holding owners would rather have a State 
project than to have a Federal project so they would not have to 
comply: is that right ? 

Mr. Borrorrr. Well, perhaps there would be noncompliance with 
the excess lands requirement. I do not know. That is a matter of 
individual holders’ determination. 1, personally, am not a large land- 
holder, I farm a little bit more land than I own. But I see a prob- 
lem with respect to the checkerboard land ownership problem. We 
are using a great deal of underground water, and the water coming 
in is supplemental water, and there is river water coming from the east 
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side, and there is just a lot of things which prove to be a great problem. 

Mr. AsPInaALL. I see a little problem here where you have this joint 
proposal—where you have the 160-acre limitation apply, and right 
contiguous to it, as a part of the whole project but under different 
supervision, where you do not have it applying. That is the reason 
I ask. 

Mr. Borrorrr. Actually, from the information we have had on the 
financing of the Feather River project the indicated prices for water 
in the respective areas, in a relative sense, have not been out of line, 
one service as compared to the other. So we have not seen anything 


that would be a restraining force there to getting along in our com- 
munity. 


Mr. Aspinatu. Mr. Webb / 

Mr. Wess. I would like to bring out one pomt, too. I think the 
time element in the matter is important. In the conversation with the 
Reclamation people, they felt it would be 1962 or 1963 before there 
might be money for this project with it under the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion. 

Mr. AsPIn Aun, My friend, they are opt imiustic, 

(ro ahead. 

Mr. Were. Since we are in dire need of water immediately, we feel 
that by the State project we can bring it down even if it is step by step 
und get it much sooner. 

Mr. AsPInati. You cannot do anything that will benefit you in this 
program that is proposed until the Federal Government is ready to 
move also ¢ 

Mr. Wess. That is what we want to pull together and all work to- 
gether on. 

Mr. Aspinacy. If you say 1962, my reply is I think it is too opti- 
miistic. 

Mr. THomson. Will the gentleman yield / 

Mr. AsPINALL. Yes. 

Mr. Tuomson. I notice on page 2 of your concept here, with regard 
tothe State works, you said: 

Such other funds may be from special and general funds of the State— 

Then you go on to say— 
from those received from the Federal Government for flood control, fish, and 
wildlife preservation, and recreation, Where a national interest and policy pre- 
vails; and from direct loans or other financial participation by the United States 
as may be authorized. 

Will you tell me just how much is involved in flood control, fish and 
wildlife, and recreation, and what other Federal funds you envision 
here in making that statement ? 

Mr. borrorrr. In this broad concept we deal with both the Feather 
River project as a whole and the San Luis unit. The dam at Oroville 
in the Feather River project has extensive flood-control features, and 
under Federal policy there are apparently opportunities for some 
support from the Federal Government in relation to that. 

Mr. Tomson. Who are you working with on that—the Army 
engineers / 

Mr. Borrorrr. I am pretty sure that at the present time any bills 
that are in the picture have gone in that direction. 











164 SAN LUIS PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 


Mr. + sap oh Are there some bills in the picture, and if so, what 
are they ? 

Mr. Borrorer. Congressman Engle is perhaps more familiar with 
it than anyone. Or maybe Mr. Shannon 

Mr. Asprnati. Just a minute, please. The chairman will run the 
committee. 

Mr. Thomson, I think Mr. McFarland can answer that question. 

Mr. McFartanp. The omnibus bill, rivers and harbors, presently 
passed by the Senate and before the House Rules Committee, contains 
an authorization for a Federal contribution to the State Feather 
River project for the flood control benefits of the Oroville Reservoir. 

Mr. THomson. Is there anything incorporated in that so you know 
how much it would be, or has it not been studied yet ? 

Mr. McFartanp. It is based upon a determination by the Secretary 
of the Army. It is estimated to be in the neighborhood of $50 million 
to $60 million. 

Mr. Tuomson. It is quite substantial. 

Mr. McFartanp. Out of a total reservoir cost of about $300 
million. 

Mr. Tuomson. I wonder if either you or the witness knows if there 
is any Federal power that is going to go to assist in paying the cost 
of putting the water on the land under the State provisions of this 
project ? 

Mr. Borrorrr. The Federal power, I think, that is involved in this 
would largely be thrown to the assistance of the local Federal Cen- 
tral Valley project. In fact, without some separate contracts or 
agreements I know nothing about, that would be the case. The 
Feather River project is a State project, and if power is involved 
there it would not be Federal. 

Mr. TuHomson. Let me see if I can put the question this way: Have 
you, in connection with this, made a study that you are familiar with 
which would indicate the cost per acre of putting the water on this 
land, such as the Bureau makes when it comes before this committee ? 
Do you know what the cost per acre is going to be for irrigation 
water ? 

Mr. Borrorrr. All I can say is that they have a very complete re- 
port on the Feather River project by the State, in which certain in- 
dicated costs were expressed. Additional determinations of policy 
are yet to be made by the legislature. 

Mr. Tuomson. Do you know what the costs per acre average / 

Mr. Borrorrr. The indicated acre-foot cost, which is the basis on 
which they show it 

Mr. TxHomson. Yes. 

Mr. Borrorrr. Is between $8 and $9 in the San Joaquin Valley, 
with a little higher price to accrue as the elevation to which the water 
must be placed comes into the picture. 

Mr. earn Is that the cost per acre-foot they expect the farm- 
ers to pay? 

Mr. Borrorrr. The Bechtel report had some difference, which was 
based on the true costs on an alloctaion basis that they applied, that 
was not far distant from the costs they were indicating to be used. 

Mr. Tuomson. Then if you get the $50 million, it would reduce 
the $9 per acre? 
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Mr. Borrorrr. It would have nothing to do with that, because that 
is a feature of the main dam at Oroville. I believe the cost of the 
total dam is such that the amounts the Government might put in with 
respect to flood control are largely applied in connection with the 
needs of doing that job of flood control. 

Mr. THomson. Mr. Chairman, I am not going to ask any more 
questions. I guess the Bureau has studied “this. If they have, I 
would be interested to know what they compute the cost per acre- foot 
of putting the water on the land to be. 

Mr. Asprnatt. Mr. Thomson, of course, this whole thing revolves 
around an agreement, at least meetings between the representatives 
of the State and the people to be benefited, and the Federal Govern- 
ment. You are exactly right. Before this committee can make any 
determination we have got to know a little bit more about the reaction 
of the Federal representatives. 

Mr. THomson. When there is no money in the budget at all for 
small projects that have been authorized for a couple of years, I think 
we have to look with a great deal of interest at anything that might 
envision $50 million, which is what all these small projects together 
need to get a program started. 

Mr. Asprnaut. As soon as the chairman gets the information he has 
requested, he hopes to have a meeting of the committee in executive 
session. 

Dr. Miller? 

Dr. Mituer. Are you in agreement with the amendments suggested 
to the Sisk bill yesterday ? 

Mr. Borrorrr. Perhaps not entirely. I will say without question 
not entirely, because they do not quite meet the ‘standards that we 
have indicated. They could not be approved by us in just the present 
form. But we believe that there is evidence in front of this com- 
mittee that the State is interested in the concept we have presented 
and might further agree to amendments to the Sisk bill to help put 
them into effect. 

Dr. Mutter. In your opinion, whether the project will be con- 
structed by the State or the Federal Government, would there be any 
difference in costs? 

Mr. Borrorrr. In my opinion, I do not believe there would be much 
difference in the cost to the United States or to the State. 

Dr. Miter. ¢ nae the State construct it with interest-free money ? 

Mr. Borrorrr. No, the State’s cost would include interest. 

Dr. Mitier. Then would not the State's cost be more? Federal 
money generally is interest free, as far as reclamation repayment. 

Mr. Borrorrr. Those benefits are being applied to Federal San 
Luis unit department, I agree. 

Dr. Miter. Would the benefits be the same under either plan for 
flood control, fish and wildlife, and so forth ? 

Mr. Borrorrr. The flood control of the Feather River project is 
certainly the same if built, but there are no particular flood control 
features I know of which—well, they could be defined maybe 1 in the 
San Luis unit development by the Bureau, but we do not know too 
much about them. 

Dr. Miiirr. That is all. 
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Mr. Asprnaty. Thank you very much, Congressman Hagen, Mr. 
Bottorff, and Mr. Webb for your testimony and the contribution 
which you have made. 

It is the desire of the Chair that we recess until 2 o’clock, and we 
will come back for an hour to an hour and a half, not past 3:30. So 
whatever is done this afternoon must be accomplished within the 
hour and a half. 

(Whereupon, at 12 o’clock noon, a recess was taken until 2 p. m., 
this same day.) 

AFTERNOON SESSION 


Mr. Asprnatu. The Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation 
will be in session for the further consideration of H.R. 6035 and 
kindred bills. 

The Chairman is in recepit of a telegram from San Jose, Calif., 
under date of January 15, 1958, which reads as follows: 

Congressman WAYNE ASPINALL, 
Chairman Reclamation Subcommittee of House Interior and Insular Affairs 
Committee, House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

The Water and Power Users Association of Santa Clara County supports 
Federal construction of the San Luis project. We are specifically in favor of 
H. R. 7295, the Gubser bill, because our area is very short of water, and the 

San Luis Reservoir would be the nearest and cheapest place to get it. We 
favor immediate Bureau of Reclamation construction and operation under 
reclamation law. 

JOHN THORNE, President. 
ALDEN B. CAMPEN, Secretary. 

Mr. Urr. Mr. Chairman / 

Mr. Asprnauu. Mr. Utt. 

Mr. Urr. The other morning when Governor Aandahl was on the 
stand, there was a question asked with reference to any firm commit- 
ment on the exchange of power. I understand that that letter is now 
before the committee. Will that be in the record following Governor 
Aandahl’s testimony or will it be proper to ask for it to be in the 
record ? 

Mr. Asprnaty. It is not in the committee files if you are referring 
to the letter that was placed on our desk this morning. 

Mr. Urr. I am. 

Mr. Asprnatu. I would suggest at this time you wait until Con- 
gressman Engle gets to the committee room before you make any 
request because there is no permission given to place that letter in the 
record. The letter should come from the Department of Interior and 
this letter was only an offer to the Department of Interior. So, if you 
will withhold any thought you have in mind about that until you can 
talk it over at least with C ongressman Engle, I will appreciate it. 

The Chair understands the remaining witnesses, Mr. Porter, Mr. 
Peterson, Mr. Butler, Mr. Levering, and Mr. Shannon, are appearing 
together on the same matter. 

Unless there is an objection, we shall hear each one of these wit- 
nesses before we begin asking questions. We shall hear all of them 
and then question them en bance. 

Hearing no objection, it is so ordered. 

The first witness is Mr. Carley V. Porter, assemblyman, State of 
California. 

Mr. Hosmer. Mr. Chairman, may I say that Mr. Porter has been 
one of the hardest workers on the California water program we have 
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in the State. He is assemblyman from an area that adjoins mine in 
the south, and I think we are all very proud of him and very grateful 
to him for the work he has been able to do. 

Mr. Asprnauu. Thank you very much, Mr. Hosmer. 

We are glad to have you with us, Mr. Porter. 


STATEMENT OF CARLEY V. PORTER, ASSEMBLYMAN, CHAIRMAN, 
JOINT SUBCOMMITTEE ON FINANCIAL AND ECONOMIC POLICY 
OF STATE WATER PROJECTS, CALIFORNIA STATE LEGISLATURE 


Mr. Porrer. Thank you very much for those kind remarks. I will 
reciprocate in kind when we are back in our mutual district. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Carley 
V. Porter, and I am a member in the Assembly of the California 
State Legislature. 

[t is a pleasure for me to appear before your subcommittee in sup- 
port of legislation providing for Federal participation with the State 
of California in the construction and operation of the San Luis proj- 
ect. It was my original purpose in coming to Washington to com- 
ment briefly on certain parts of H. R. 6035 by Congressman Sisk 
which we in southern California felt needed to be clarified. It is now 
my understanding that we have some five bills before us today, all 
dealing with the San Luis, and Congressman Sisk has indicated that 
he will accept any amendments to his bill which are acceptable to the 
Department of Interior. 

In the several days that I have been in Washington, I have been 
greatly encouraged by the remarks made and the positions indicated 
by most of the witnesses who have come here from California. I am 
encouraged because of the general willingness on the part of so many 
people to get together and work out the details of a bil which orig- 
inally caused many divergent positions. In the following remarks, 
thevetore. concerning the Sisk bill and the other measures before your 
committee relating to the San Luis, I do not appear as an opponent to 
any one bill. I would prefer to support any of the bills which the 
committee might act on so that the water development of California 
can get underway. Because of questions directed to Senator Cobey 

yeste rday, I would like to state at the outset that I have not been 
authorized by the State legislature to speak for them in this matter 
although I am chairman of the joint subcommittee on financial and 
economic policy of State water projects; neither have I been author- 
ized by the southern California members of the legislature to reflect 
their attitude, although I am chairman of the Los Angeles County 
delegation of 31 assemblymen and our 1 State senator. I can assure 
the committee, however, that the remarks I have to make, in my con- 
sidered opinion, will be consistent with the majority attitude of my 
colleagues im the assembly. 

Without appearing to be presumptuous at all, I would make the 
following comments concerning recommendations I would like to 
make: 

1. I would recommend that the bill approved by this committee 
provide for the State to construct and operate the San Luis Dam and 
Reservoir, as originally authorized by the State legislature as a part 
of the State Feather River project. 
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2. I would recommend that the San Luis project be built initially 
to a capacity of 2,100,000 acre-feet and that the cost be prorated be- 
tween the Federal and State Governments. 

3. Concern has been expressed as to whether certain of the San Luis 
bills would imply preferential water rights. I would urge that this 
matter be clarified to the greatest degree possible. 

4. The matter of a cutoff date is, of course, a most controversial part 
of all the meetings I have attended here in Washington. 

I would, therefore, like to see if a bill could be drawn without a 
cutoff date but not for purposes of strategy or for any of the other 
reasons I have thus far heard. I would respectfully point out to 
the committee that California has made tremendous strides in the last 
2 years in facing up to its State water problems. We have created a 
new department of water resources which is headed by our most able 
director, Mr. Harvey O. Banks, and are proceeding with what we 
consider to be sound, long-range planning to conserve, develop, and 
distribute the waters of our State. This planning includes not only the 
engineering of State water projects such as are indicated in our Cali- 
fornia water plan but encompasses extensive committee work into 
the financing of water projects. I am confident that California, as 
a whole, has just started to face up to its water problem in these last 
2 years and I am equally confident that the State is now ready to ac- 
cept its responsibility in this matter. It is for this last reason that 
I would like to see this committee approve legislation embodying the 
foregoing points as well as the points in the Kern County concept, 
which you heard explained this forenoon, to the degree that they 
are approved by the Department of Interior. 

Thank you for the opportunity to appear before your committee 
today. 

Mr. Asrprnatx. Thank you very much, Mr. Porter. 

Under our agreement, we shall now hear from Mr. William S. Peter- 
son, representing the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power. 

It is very good to have you before the committee again, Mr. Peterson, 
and we will be glad to hear your testimony. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM S. PETERSON, GENERAL MANAGER AND 
CHIEF ENGINEER, DEPARTMENT OF WATER AND POWER, LOS 
ANGELES, CALIF. 


Mr. Prererson. Thank you. I am very pleased to be here. 

I am William S. Peterson, the general manager and chief engineer 
of the municipally owned Department of Water and Power of the City 
of Los Angeles, Calif. 

I am grateful for the opportunity to appear before your committee. 
I am most pleased and encouraged by the statements of those that 
have appeared before this committee. There appears to be a willing- 
ness to solve the problem which heretofore has seemed nearly insur- 
mountable. This favorable attitude is due to the new approach to the 
problem set forth in the Kern County concept. I am pleased to par- 
ticipate with a group of people representing a wide cross section of 
water interests in California who are enthusiastically supporting the 

rinciples of the Kern County concept of a partnership or joint venture 
deen the Federal Government and the State of California in con- 
nection with the construction, operation, and dedication to purpose of 
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certain works to serve water to the San Luis unit service area and to 
California’s Feather River project. 

Since my arrival in this hearing this morning, I have reviewed the 
statement of Mr. Bottorff, and I subscribe fully to its contents and 
endorse it. Because I had anticipated that Mr. Bottorff would cover 
the material which he did, I have been able to limit my own presenta- 
tion. 

The principles of this concept have been approved by many water 
interests throughout California, including the Southern California 
Water Coordinating Conference in which our department of water 
and power is represented and actively participates. About 35 water 
agencies in southern California are also represented. This conference 
is taking an important part in attempting to bring a unanimity of 
opinion on important water matters throughout the State. Similarly, 
we participate in the statewide Feather River Project Association, 
which has also approved the principles of the Kern County concept. 

If it would please the committee, I have available a pamphlet put 
out by the water coordinating conference in which the names of the 
members are listed. I could provide that to the committee if you so 
desire. 

Mr. Asprnatu. It may be well to do so so we may have it in our files. 


Mr. Hosmer. Mr. C hairman, that is included in the testimony I gave 
yesterday. 


Mr. Asprnay. It is? 

Mr. Hosmer. Yes. 

Mr. Asprnati. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Prererson. The need for water development to serve the water- 
deficient areas in California is urgent. The development of the 
Feather River project and the San Luis unit should not be delayed. 

The State Feather River project is dependent on storage in the 

San Luis Reservoir. This reservoir is the key to the State project 
whic -h will serve population and areas many times the size of the 
San Luis service area. 

The five bills, now before your committee, embody proposals under 
which a partnership between the United States and the State of Cali- 
fornia for water development might be accomplished. The physical 
features of the arrangements by which the water is proposed to be 
conserved, stored, transmitted, and delivered under all the plans are 
not essentially different. The main differences pertain to ownership, 
construction, control, financing, and responsibilities for operation. It 
appears to the proponents of the Kern County concept that it sets up 
the ownerships and controls more in line with the responsibilities to 
be assumed by the p: wticip: ints in the partnership. 

The service to the San Luis area is one contemplated for Federal 
development as part of the Central Valley project and under the 
concept can be operated indefinitely as a part of the Central Valley 
project under Federal control. The Federal Government can make 
the savings that come from joint participation in a dam and reservoir 
and a w aterw ay to the south. On the other hand, the dam and res- 
ervoir that are such an important part of the much larger State proj- 
ect would be under the ownership, financing, construction, and opera- 
tion of the State. Similarly, the State would provide the larger 
waterway to the south also designed to serve both the requirements 
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of the Federal San Luis unit and the still greater requirements for 
transfer of water to the southern parts of the State. 

This natural division of control of facilities becomes more evident 
when it is noted that under the Sisk bill, H. R. 6035, in its present 
form, provisions are made whereby, under contract, the State might 
een repayment and assume ownership and control of the F ederal 

San Luis facilities. The Kern County concept avoids the necessity 
for this art rangement and keeps the ownership that is essential to the 
Feather River project in the hands of the State, and the ownership 
essential to the Federal San Luis project. in the Federal Government. 

In has been indicated to your committee that the water problems 
of California require expenditures of such magnitude that the com- 
bined efforts of State, Federal, and local interests are essential to 
their solution. The form of partnership contemplated under the 
Kern County concept affords an excellent method whereby the United 
States may provide for California its share of Federal assistance in 
water development. 

I have confidence that the solution proposed during the course 
of this hearing will enable your committee to report favor: ably on a 
bill embodying the principles of the Kern County concept of Federal 
and State partnership. 

Thank you for the opportunity of appearing here today. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Thank you very much. 

We shall next hear the statement of Mr. Warren Butler, vice chair- 
man of the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California. 

Mr. Hosmer. I would like to say while Mr. Butler is coming to the 
stand that the organization of which he is the vice chairman is the 
largest taxing agency in the United States outside of the Federal Gov- 
ernment and the States themselves. The district’s aqueduct from the 
Colorado River is the largest domestic water supply line in the Umted 
States. Property within its boundaries has an assessed valuation of 
$11 billion. 

The district’s 75 incorporated cities and other areas in southern Cali- 
fornia cover more than 3,000 square miles with a population of more 
than 6,500,000. 

In his own right, Mr. Butler is a very able and respected newspaper 
editor in the southern part of California. 

Mr. Asprnati. Thank you, Mr. Hosmer. 


STATEMENT OF WARREN W. BUTLER, VICE CHAIRMAN, BOARD 
OF DIRECTORS, THE METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT OF 
SOUHERN CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Butter. Thank you, Mr. Hosmer. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I want to say that I 
appreciate the opportunity to appear here and I would like to say that 
we who may have some divergent views especially appreciate the will- 
ingness of the committee to appear here on Friday afternoon for an 
extra session. 

Before reading my statement, I would like to make this comment: 

My name is Warren W. Butler. I am vice chairman of the Metro- 
politan Water District of Southern California. I live at Compton, 
Calif., in Los Angeles County. 

We have a district which is a sort of a federated district. In other 
words, it is made up of members, Its purpose is to provide the supple- 
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mentary water supply needed by those members in the coastal plain of 
southern California. It involves oo different counties. 

So that the record may be clear, I also want to point out that our 
board does not now and never, to my knowledge—and I have been on 


) 


the board 23 years—has opposed the people of the San Luis area ob- 
taining this Federal project and the benefits therefrom under the 
reclamation laws. We are concer ned, however, with the manner in 
which that legislation is drawn so that it does not affect adversely the 
rest of us who expect to obtain water from the same source through the 
Feather River project. And by the rest of us, I am referring to Kern 
County and southern California, which involves more than half of the 
population and wealth of the State of California. 

I also want to point out that this statement which I am about to read, 
and which has been officially approved by our board of directors, was 
drafted prior to the time the negotiations began in Washington on 
Monday of this week ; so our board has not had the benefit of what may 
have been accomplished during these negotiations. 

I will now read the statement (reading) : 


Careful consideration has been given to H. R. 6035 by the board of directors of 
the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California and I am authorized to 
submit the following statement presenting the views of the board with regard 
to this proposed legislation. 

First of all, we believe that any final congressional authorization of the San 
Luis project should, in the highest interests of all prospective users of Feather 
River project water, or any other State project water, follow and not precede 
the negotiation of a contract between the State of California and the United 
States Department of the Interior, such contract to set forth the terms and 
conditions of construction, financing, operation, and integrated use of the reser- 
voir facilities. 

However, in view of the fact that H. R. 6035 is a bill to authorize the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to construct the San Luis unit of the Central Valley project, 
California, to enter into an agreement with the State of California with respect 
to the construction and operation of such unit, and for other purposes, it is 
desired to place before your committee the following comments concerning the 
provisions of this bill: 

1. Facilities of the San Luis Dam, Reservoir, and Canal should be constructed, 
maintained, and operated as integral parts of the State Feather River project 
and not as an integral part of the Central Valley project (H. R. 6035, p. 2, lines 
2-3, March 14, 1957). 


May I say as an aside, Mr. Chairman, that the negotiations this 
week, I think, may have eliminated that objection. I am not certain 
until I can consult our attorneys or we have reviewed the wording 
that has been drafted. 


2. Each facility of the San Luis Dam, Reservoir, and Canal, as soon as con- 


structed, should be operated and maintained by the State of California and not 
by the Secretary of the Interior (H. R. 6035, p. 2, lines 9-10; p. 6, lines 17-22). 

3. All interest and control of the United States in any facilities of the San 
Luis Dam, Reservoir, and Canal constructed by the United States should cease, 
and title to all such works should be conveyed to the State upon repayment of 
the reimbursable costs to the United States (H. R. 6035, see. 3, pars. (e) 
and (f)). 

4. If the State of California and the United States Department of the 

Interior fail to agree on a contract setting forth terms and conditions for the 
construction and operation of the San Luis Dam, Reservoir, and Canal, the 
Federal Government should not be authorized to construct these facilities with- 
out express approval of the California State Legislature (H. R. 6035, p. 
lines 3-23). 
5. The San Luis Dam and Reservoir should be constructed initially to their 
full ultimate capacity of 2,100,000 acre-feet, and the cost of construction should 
be pro rated between the Federal Government and the State (H. R. 6035, p. 4, 
lines 3-9 and lines 19-21). This would result in lower costs, both to the Govern- 
ment and to the State. 
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6. No provision should be made, either directly or indirectly, that would per- 
mit users of water within the San Luis service area to have any priority in right 
to the delivery or storage of water made available by the facilities of the San 
Luis Dam, Reservoir, and Canal over any other users of water served by the 
State’s Feather River project (H. R. 6035, p. 6, lines 5-16; p. 6, line 23 to 
p. 7, line 10). 

Mr. Chairman, since this statement was made, our board of directors 
has had a meeting and as a result I received the following telegram: 

Board of directors today January 14, 1958, adopted the following motion: 
“Moved by Director Farrar, seconded by Director Hayward, and carried, that 
the board of directors approve the approach embodied in the Hosmer bill (H. R. 
2452, 85th Cong., Ist sess., January 10, 1957), to the enactment of congressional 
legislation relating to the San Luis project and, to the extent consistent there- 
with, the general principles which are outlined in the Kern County Farm Bureau 
concept as distributed December 16, 1957, to members of this board. 


(Signed) JosepH JENSEN, 
Chairman, Board of Directors, Metropolitan Water District of Southern 
California. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, may I further say this: Since arriving here on 
Monday morning, I have participated in conferences every day, 
think, excepting today, trying to resolve these matters. We have made, 
I think, considerable progress 

We have not made too much progress particularly on one point and 
that is the cutoff date. Our feeling is that some substitute should be 
developed which would put equal pressure upon the Bureau and upon 
the State to negotiate this matter as quickly as it is possible. 

I talked with Mr. Banks before he left town this morning. He said 
that he planned to get us together within a few days again in Cali- 
fornia to continue these negotiations, and I will be very happy to par- 
ticipate on behalf of the district that I represent, in the hope that we 
can come to an agreement so that all of California can present to your 
committee an agreement which we can all agree to. 

It is my hope that your committee can give us a little time in which 
that may be accomplished. 

Mr. Asprnauy. Thank you very much, Mr. Butler 

We shall now hear from Mr. Grover C. Shannon, president of the 
Feather River Project Association. 


STATEMENT OF GROVER C. SHANNON, PRESIDENT, FEATHER RIVER 
PROJECT ASSOCIATION, CALIFORNIA 


Mr. SHannon. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, thank 
you for the privilege of appearing here. My name is Grover C. Shan- 
non. I am a farmer in Sutter County in California. All the prop- 
erty owned by my family and myself was flooded during Christmas 
of 1955. 

I am vice chairman of State reclamation board which has a definite 
interest in the Feather River project dam for the flood-control fea- 
tures provided by the Oroville Dam. 

I am president of the Feather River Project Association. It is in 
that capacity I am appearing here today. The Feather River Project 
Association was organized in March of 1955 at a meeting sponsored 
primarily by the Oroville Chamber of Commerce. This meeting was 
held in Bakersfield, Calif. At this meeting, several hundred ‘inter- 
ested persons attended. It was unanimously agreed that a state- 
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wide organization should be formed to bring together the divergent 
interests of the State, to accelerate the start of construction of the 
California water plan and in particular the Feather River project, 
as the designated first unit of the plan, by the State legislature. 

A permanent organization was formed and, among other things, 
a board of 21 members was provided for, 18 of whom were to be 
selected on a geographical basis and 3 at large. 

These directors at present come from Oroville, Yuba City, San 
Francisco, Oakland, and from the counties of Santa Clara, Tulare, 
Kern, Ventura, Los Angeles, Riverside, San Bernardino, and San 
Diego. They direct the affairs of the association. Also set up was 
an advisory board, unlimited as to number, but qualified on the basis 
of representing areas or organizations interested in the solution of 
our water problems. 

The association meets on the second Thursday and Friday of each 
month in a different part of the State from the last meeting. 

As an organization we are dedicated to the development of the 
California water plan and in particular the Feather River project. 
We take the stand that we should oppose any legislative proposals 
that would impair, hinder, or jeopardize any unit of the plan, or the 
Feather River project. 

There is no competent argument against the statement that the 
reservoir at San Luis is an integral and vital part of the Feather 
River project, if water is to be delivered to the desperately deficient 
areas of southern Kern, Ventura, Antelope Valley, San Bernardino, 
Riverside, Los Angeles, and San Diego Counties. 

The association has consistently fought and will continue to fight 
for the need of storage capacity in San Luis site needed for the deliv- 
ery of water to the project areas south. 

The association has adopted the Bottorff or Kern County concept 
without reservation. 

Any changes of language or minor modifications that meet with 
the approval of the author, I feel sure would meet with the asso- 
ciation’s approval. 

Mr. Bottorff, who has testified, is vice president and a director of 
the association. Likewise, Mr. Peterson, who has testified, is on our 
advisory board. 

I would like to just mention two more members whom your com- 
mittee may know, or may know of. Mr. Samuel Morris, former chief 
engineer and general manager of the Department of Water and Power 
of Los Angeles, is a vice president and director. Mr. James Turner, 
manager of the Department of Water of the City and County of 
San Francisco, is a director. 

Gentlemen and gentlewoman of the committee, I believe I am cor- 
rect in stating that the Feather River project’s proposed dam at Oro- 
ville is truly the most comprehensive multiple-purpose dam that has 
been proposed, having as it does the following functions: Flood con- 
trol, municipal and industrial water supply, irrigation, power genera- 
tion, salinity control, recreation, navigation, and fish and wildlife 
benefits, probably of importance in the order named. 

All of this is dependent on an adequate storage capacity at the San 
Luis Reservoir site. 

Thank you. 
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Mr. Asprnatyt. Thank you, Mr. Shannon. 

We shall now listen to Mr. Harold K. Levering, assemblyman, 
from the State of California. 

Mr. Levering, we are happy to have you before the committee. 

Mr.  agaenere Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Urr. At this point, Mr. Chairman, I would like to have the 
opaacanity also of welcoming Mr. Levering, assemblyman from my 
neighboring county. We are ‘long- time friends, and I want to say I 
am very happy to have him before our committee. 

Mr. Leverrnc. Thank you very much, and thank you, members of 
the committee. 

Mr. AspinaLL. You may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF HAROLD K. LEVERING, ASSEMBLYMAN, STATE OF 
CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Leverine. Mr. Chairman, I do not have a prepared statement 
today, but I first want to say this: That I am the vice chairman of the 
joint committee on California water problems. I am not authorized 
to speak for that committee. I am the chairman of a coordinating 
committee of the same joint committee; I am not authorized to speak 
for that committee. I do appear here as a member of the California 
Legislature speaking on behalf of myself and not purporting to repre- 
sent the body. 

Mr. Asprnaut. Before you continue, will you advise the chairman 
just how long you wish to have? 

Mr. LevertNe. I will not take more than 10 or 12 minutes, if that 
is satisfactory to you. 

Mr. Asprnaty. Ten minutes is much more satisfactory than twelve. 

Mr. LevertNc. Mr. Chairman, I will confine it to 10 minutes, and 
T assure you I will not attempt to run over the time. 

Mr. Asprnati. With the understanding we will permit the gentle- 
man to proceed although remarks have not been put down as our rules 
require. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Leverinc. The reason that I did not prepare a statement was 
for the simple reason that most of the ground has been covered as to 
the technical testimony by the others who have presented themselves 
before you. But there is one subject matter that has not been covered 
that is very closely related to this whole problem, and that is the tre- 
mendous political problem i in the State of California that is inexorably 
tied up with this San Luis project in that it affects the entire Cali- 
fornia Feather River project in the California water plan. 

Mr. Asprnatu. You are not referring to partisan politics / 

Mr. Levertne. No; I am going to cover it, Mr. Chairman, and I 
might cover it in this manner, to say that, because Senator Cobey 
brought the subject up in his testimony of yesterday, the problem is not 
a political problem so far as partisanship is concerned. 1 think the 
Senator said he had as much trouble with Mr. Porter, a Democrat, as 
he had with Mr. Levering, a Republican. The problem is a different 
problem than that. Jt is an area pr oblem. 

It is true that Senator Cobey’s bill was killed in the lower house. 
He is a Democrat. He did not tell you, however, that the same body 
killed a similar Republican bill several weeks before it killed his bill. 
So we treated each of these gentlemen exactly the same. 
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[ would like to urge your very serious consideration to the deletion 
from Mr. Sisk’s bill of the amendments that have been offered on this 
cutoff date. As I understand this cutoff date, the cutoff date is for the 
purpose of getting the California people to get busy on the project. 

Is that not correct, so that they will not dr ag their feet ? 

Mr. Asprnatu. May the Chair suggest the committee ask the ques- 
tions. 

Mr. Levertne. [I assume that is the reason for it. 

The reason I ask you to delete the cutoff date is that in order to solve 
this political problem—and the political problem has to be solved be- 
for the Secretary of the Interior, as he had stated before—you will not 
proceed with the construction of the San Luis project until such time 
as you have some kind of water rights. 

[ think that is a sound position, and southern California feels the 
same way. 

If this date is left out and deleted from the bill, I assume that this 
Congress, if it is found that California is dragging its feet, could at 
a later time enact a cutoff date and put it into the legislation again as 
an additional amendment to the bill. 

The reason for that is, as is indicated by Mr. Butler’s statement, 
that we would like to have an equal amount of pressure on the pro- 
ponents in the Central Valley as there is pressure on the people in 
southern California, because unless there is some device by which we 

can get these people working together, we are not going to get enough 
votes to be able to pass a constitutional amendment, which, in turn, 
would put the State in the water business and put them in a position 
to negotiate firm contracts with water users, and assure the United 
States of the water rights also. So that is why I think it is important 
this be deleted from the bill. 

Now, as to the size of the dam, and I think this is also something that 
is very important, that it be built to the entire capacity of 2,100,000 
acre-feet, not from an engineering standpoint, but again from a polit- 
ical standpoint, because I assure you the people south of Tehachapi— 
and not from the people that are here in this room today, because they 
have certainly gone a long ways since the last time we talked to them, 
and we thank them for the — they have taken toward solving this 
problem, and I think some real understanding has occurred here—I 
think the people of southern C alifornia, by v irtue of things that have 
been said, have good reason to fear that unless this dam is built to its 
capacity, it might be possible there never would be any capacity and 
never would be any water trickle over to the drought-stricken southern 
area, particularly in Orange and San Diego Counties. 

Again, that is a political reason. 

I would like to point out also to Congressman Gubser that, in the 
event this Congress adopts his section 4 and puts that into the bill, 
that authorization, while that would be all right—he would be in the 
same position, so far as water rights are concer ned, as in any other area 
outside of the present Central V alley, because they would come under 
the Watershed of Origin Act, the County of Origin Act. So if 
Congressman Gubser’s people should get water without some kind of 
firm contract with either the United States Government or the State 
of California, under the present law that could also be cut off. 
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To show you how serious this problem is, I would like to show you 
what some of these extremists say and why some of these fears are 
what they are. I would like to read into the record excerpts from the 
transcript of ‘the hearing of the senate interim committee on pro- 
posed water projects, held in Martinez December 2, 1957. Senator 
Earl Desmond is chairman of the committee. 

Quoting from page 52, following brief comment about the so-called 
“postage stamp” rate on water, the first senator I quote is Senator 
Miller. I think his one short paragraph is pertinent to certain people 
up there. This is what Senator Miller says: 


Of course, Mr. Chairman, I would like to observe that most of these assump- 
tions are predicated on the idea that there has to be, that there should be, a 
tremendous population growth in Los Angeles County or in the southern Cali- 
fornia coastal plain. I think some of us are of the opinion that Los Angeles is 
large enough already. In addition to that, that normal growth in California 
will follow water just as Mr. Stitt pointed out that his plant will follow competi- 
tively priced, good-quality water; that, therefore, the area north of Sacramento 
River should have a chance to develop, and it will develop if the water is left 
there. I think the people in Los Angeles County can make tacos and trade them 
to each other for orange juice and read each other’s palms and keep on doing 
what they are doing, and it won’t affect us one whit up here; and, while we might 
want to be good neighbors, this “postage stamp” thing—the only result of that 
will be to drive the cost of the local water up to where the local user can’t afford 
to pay for it. 

Then I quote the chairman, State Senator Desmond, and, inciden- 
tally, both of these senators are Democrats, but I will come to the 
Republican in a minute: 

I think I might make this observation, that according to the statements made 
by the advocates of the transportation of water to Los Angeles, I am not going 
to name any names, I didn’t attend that last hearing; a large part of this water 
that they want to transport down there is for the uninhabited—it is a great 
tragedy, that increase in population, of course—but the Mojave Desert, that is 
where they intend to use it. So, should water be taken from one source where it 


can be put to beneficial use and transported to another area for the purpose of 
building up that area? 


Now I come to Mr. Randolph Collier, who is a Republican: 


I want to say that at the highway-transportation meeting in Los Angeles the 
other day, I advised them that we could solve their schools and their highways 
and their sewer problems by moving about a million of their people in northern 
California and put them on some third-class land up there instead of pulling 
out all the trees and orchards of the valley and all the beautiful farmlands in 
Los Angeles County, we could absorb a million and wouldn’t have to transport 
the water and put up all this money for their highways and schools and sewers. 
We could help them out very nicely. 

Now, gentlemen, these are three men. Some of you know them. 
With that sort of a point of view, on the part of the senate, it is going 
to be increasingly difficult—and these men have not changed their 
minds—it is going to be increasingly difficult for us to come to some 
sort of a compromise unless we can get the concentrated support of 
the people who have been represented here in the San Joaquin Valley 
and in the coastal area and in southern California. 

It is not our purpose to take any water that they need in northern 
California for future development. We are only talking about sur- 
plus exportable water. 

While these gentlemen are telling us to read each other’s palms and 
to not have any more population, still at the same time, right past the 
very doorway in which Senator Desmond was making his statement 
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there was annually 20 million acre-feet of water wasting into the 
Pacific Ocean. 

The big problem in California is this: that we have in southern 
California 1.6 percent of the water and 60 percent of the population. 

There is presently going to waste, according to our engineers’ re- 
ports, approximately 71 or 72 million acre- feet per yeal 

All that we ask, if you gentlemen see fit to pass this bill, I believe 
it would go a long way tow vard helping us straighten out the problems 
that are necessary to implement the bill and to start construction. 

We have put some thirty-odd-million dollars in this Feather River 
project already. We are going to be asked to put $78 million more 
into it when we convene in the budget session. Whether we will do 
it or not, whether Senator Cobey can pass another bill similar to what 
this bill will be with these amendments in it, satisfactory to us, is 
something I cannot speculate on, but I can assure Senator Cobey and 
his colleagues he might not have such a tough time next time coming 
up as he did the last time if they will join us and help us get some 
firm contracts for all the areas of deficiency. 

Thank you very kindly for the time you have granted me. 

Mr. Asprnaty. Thank you, Mr. Levering, for staying within the 
time limit. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from California, Mr. Engle. 

Mr. Enate. I am not going to ask questions since I have read these 
statements, and although they are not to be reconciled in all details, 
they illuminate the situation somewhat. 

I would like to say to Mr. Levering that I concur with his point of 
view that the problem in California is an argument over deve lame 
of water, that is, water having an immediate prospect of development. 

As I have often stated, in my opinion, the trouble with the California 
water program at the present time is that it simply has not a broad 
enough base. They are trying to divide too little water among too 
many people. 

As you state, Mr. Levering, these people in southern California 
want some firm commitments. They are not going to buy a pig in a 
poke and put up their cash money and build the Feather River project 
and hope they are going to get some water. 

On the other hand, the people in northern California are not going 
to make commitments which have any prospect at all of leaving them 
high and dry. 

So the answer, in my opinion, is simply broadening the base. There 
are 8 million acre-feet of water going out of the north coastal area, 
doing nothing on earth except diluting the sea. 

It seems to me where we failed was when we failed to make a pro- 
gram as big as we ought to so that people can see this water in prospect 
and so that reasonable commitments can be made. I think the State 
is going to have to come to that. 

The f fact of tha matter is there just is not enough water in the 
Feather River project to settle these arguments. They will never 
break the impasse, and, as a matter of fact, the impasse is going to get 
worse. Those fellows up there in northern California, you quote, will 
kiss the wives and kids goodby in the morning and get their legislative 
muskets out and defend the last waterhole. And the same thing 


happens with the legislators south of the Tehachapi. It is going to 
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continue to be that way until we come forward with a program that is 
big enough so that a commitment can be made that people have some 
confidence in with respect to whether or not it will provide water for 
them. 

I make the prediction that the Feather River project will probably 
blow up in everybody’s faces in the next session of the legislature, and 
the statements read are a good indication of the kind of feelings we 
have there. Something bigger and better is going to have to come for- 
ward, and I hope that can be done. 

That is all I have to say, Mr. Chairman, except to add that the 
growth of our State depends upon the plans to put to use this un- 
developed water, water not presently being caught, which has been 
referred to as going to waste to the sea. 

Mr. Asprnauu. The gentleman from Nebraska, Dr. Miller. 

Dr. Mixer. No questions. 

Mr. Levertrne. Could I make one comment to Mr. Engle’s state- 
ment ¢ 

Mr. Asprnauu. Yes. 

Mr, Levertne. I quite agree with you, Mr. Engle, and for that rea- 
son some of us are proposing that w ithin the next session of the legis- 
lature, in the budget session, to ask the budget to be augmented ‘for 
engineering of about a million and a half to allow the State depart- 
ment of water to further explore a second project, which would be 
the development of the Eel River. I think that perhaps that much 
money might prove that this would be the second project, which 
would then answer some of the problems that the gentlemen from the 
north are distressed over, 

That is what we propose to try and do, 

Mr. Ener. May I comment further, that any time you catch water 
just before it goes into the ocean you get it at the point where it could 
not be used by anybody, and it is just like bringing it in in a boat 
from China. 

Mr. Asprnauy. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from California, 
Mr. Sisk. 

Mr. Sisk. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I welcome these gentlemen 
here before us today. 

At the very outset, I want to say I appreciate the tone of the testi- 
mony, because it is somewhat different from their testimony I have 
heard from this same group the last time. 

I agree with your statement, gentlemen, and I think we have been 
moving toward at least some reconciliation and a little better under- 
standing of the problems we have in California. I think your state- 
ments indicate that. I am very appreciative of it, I may say. Rep- 
resenting an area of deficiency myself, of course, we are vitally con- 
cerned in this, and we shall continue to be concerned in it. 

There are two particular things I would like to question you gentle- 
men about. 

I have made—and you have heard me publicly make—the state- 
ment that our group in central California are willing to accept as 
amendments to H. R. 6035 any portion of the Governor's amendment. 
or the Kern County concept, which are acceptable to the Department 
of the Interior and at the same time will give us our project with suffi- 
cient amount of water to meet our needs at a price that we can afford 
topay. TI have not changed my position. 
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With this in mind, I think, possibly at issue which we have to re- 
solve yet are the cutoff date, which several of you gentlemen touched 
on and which is, we feel, possibly one of the most important features 
of the legislation pending before us; and the second thing I think is 
important, and I want to ask you, Mr. Butler, about, is the matter of 
actual operation and control of the reservoir. 

I want to call attention to your No. 6, your last proposal. 

As far as I am concerned, I am not too much concerned about 
permits, but I am concerned about us getting a Federal authorization 
through in the face of opposition of the Department of the Interior 
and the Department of Justice. You state in that: 

No provision should be made, either directly or indirectly, that would permit 
users of water within the San Luis service area to have any priority in right 
to the delivery or storage of water made available by the facilities of the San 
Luis dam, reservoir, and canal: over any other users of water served by the 
State’s Feather River project. 

Actually, we are not seeking a priority in right other than that 
priority or that guaranty which will be essential in order to justify 
our people signing a contract for repayment, I would like to have 
you comment on this. 

In view of the fact that the people in San Luis service area, repre- 
senting 440,000 acres of land—it is your understanding, is it not, they 
will have to sign a contract to repay in full the re imbursable costs by 
the Federal Government, is that your understanding of that, Mr. 
Butler ¢ 

Mr. Burter. Yes. And let me say, we also expect to have to sign 
a contract to repay the State in full. So we are just as interested 
in security as you people are interested in security with the Federal 
Government. 

Could I quote something that went on over at the Department of 
the Interior this week. We discussed this matter with Mr. Buz Ben- 
nett, I think it is. 

Mr. Sisk. Yes, Buz Bennett. 

Mr. Burier. He first used the word “preference,” and when I 
questioned him about that he said, “No, we do not really mean pref- 
erence, What we mean is security.” 

I said, “Well, that is all we are asking for—security.” 

If I recall his words correctly, he said, “Well, perhaps it is a basis 
upon which we can get together. 

That is one of the reasons why I suggested to the chairman that 
we further negotiate this thing, because if that is their attitude, I 
think it is not impossible at all to get together on. 

As you know, the Bureau has an office in Sacramento, and if we 
have another negotiating session in Sacramento, it is very easily 
possible to call their men in for consultation and see what they might 
specifically be willing to agree to. 

Mr. Sisk. I wanted to get your actual thinking on that, Mr. Butler, 
because I think that is one of the important things. 

Mr. Burter. This is just as important to us as it is to you. 

Mr. Sisk. I realize it is for such water as you are going to get. 
But m view of the fact, from the Federal Government standpoint, 
the people in San Luis service area are going to be solely responsible 
for the repayment of the Federal expenditure in this case, as con- 
templated, therefore the Federal Government must be in a position 
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to deliver, without question, the waters to justify their signing that 
contract. 

I am not here trying to create controversy. I am here in the hopes 
that you can understand our problem and we might be able to work 
it out, because that is one of the important things. 

Mr. Butter. I think I thoroughly understand it, Mr. Sisk. I came 
here to Washington feeling that perhaps the Bureau would make 
some demands that we just could not possibly agree to. But, after 
talking with these men over there, I am convinced, if they mean what 
they say they do—and I have no reason to believe they do not—that 
there is a means for us to get together. But it will require a little 
more talking, so we are sure we know what each other 1s talking 
about. 

Mr. Sisk. I hope, of course, we can come up with some language. 
We feel very strongly, of course, in our area, whatever we call it— 
we do not necessarily have to call it preference right or priority 
right—but whatever term we call it, we must have the right to 1 million 
acre-feet or thereabouts of that water irrespective of what happens. 
Therefore, that is, of necessity, going to have to be spelled out in any 
legislation that we pass in some form. I hope there is a clear under- 
standing of that. 

Mr. Butuer. It is a problem which seems to me could properly be 
settled within the State and Federal legislation based on that. 1 
do not know of anyone in southern California who wants to deny 
you the security of the right to receive that water. It is merely a 
matter of setting up a system so that we, frankly, are on an as equal 
basis as is possible to put us. I am not a lawyer, but I know some- 
thing about what you have to do in going before the State water- 
rights board, and that sort of thing, and it is not easy, and it will 
require a little talking so that we know where we are. 

Mr. Sisk. I appreciate that statement, Mr. Butler, because I agree 
with it wholeheartedly. 

Mr. Burier. May I make one more comment ? 

Mr. Sisk. Yes. 

Mr. Butter. If we do not do that, then what we envision is a 
series of disagreeable lawsuits, and you do not want that any more 
than we do. If we can agree in advance as to how this allotment 
of water can be handled, then we do not need any lawsuits and no- 
body has any excuse to file any lawsuits. 

Mr. Sisk. That is exactly right, of course. That is why even in 
the inception and the bringing together of the provisions of H. R. 
6035, we provide for an agreement to be worked out between the 
State of California and the Federal Government, and provided no 
construction would be started until water rights were assured and 
that part of the thing would be worked out in this agreement. 

Mr. Butter. Sure. 

Mr. Sisx. Actually, it would be spelled out in the legislation, sim- 
ply spelling out in general terms requiring this agreement. 

Mr. Butier. You appreciate, Mr. Sisk, in Mr. Cobey’s bill he 
spoke of it, had it written right into the bill, that the Federal Gov- 
ernment was to have so much in this storage capacity in this dam 
and we were to take what was left. We just cannot go along with 
that kind of wording. For that reason we had to oppose the bill. 
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Mr. Sisk. Of course, that is the point I am trying to make com- 
pletely clear now: that, if the Federal Government puts in, let’s 
say, 250 or 300 million and, of course, has contracts for repayment 
of that they, of necessity, will have to be in a position to deliver the 
million acre-feet or thereabouts of water. That is just one of the 
things I thinl# we cannot gloss over and which will, of necessity, 
have to be spelled out in legislation. 

Mr. Butter. You realize that one of the reasons why we say that 
the project dam must be built initially to the full capacity is that it 
makes it a little easier to do just that. 

Mr. Sisx. I agree with your idea. I agreed with the idea of 
building to the full capacity in the beginning. I attempted to bring 
that out this morning in my questioning of the Kern C ‘ounty people. 
L think that is imperativ e. I think if it is done we can work these 
other things out much easier than we can, in view of the fact all we 
have contemplated before is that amount of storage we actually 
needed immediately in the immediate area. 

Mr. Butter. Yes. 

Mr. Stsx. I can understand your concern. 

Mr. Butier. You see, another thing, we have had pretty near 30 
years of experience with this sort of thing, and that experience tells 
us that in this kind of a situation you should build to full capacity. 

Mr. Sisk. Now, with reference to a cutoff 

Mr. Asprinauu. Mr. Sisk, the Chair would suggest that you finish 
within 2 minutes so I can go down the other side. Then, if there 
is any more time, we can come back to you. 

Mr. Sisk. All right, Mr. Chairman. I assumed we were dividing 
the time. 

Mr. Asprnatu. The gentleman from California has already had 
12 minutes. 

Mr. Sisk. I thank the Chairman for his liberality. 

What do you propose in the way of cutoff, Mr. Butler ? 

Mr. Butter. The point is that we feel some device other than a 
cutoff—and a lot of us have been working on this thing and have 
not been able to figure out anything yet, but we think it can be done— 
that will put equal pressure on both sides for speed to negotiate this 
contract. If you get this contract negotiated, you realize you do not 
have to wait for 1960. If we can get an agreement, that is, so we 
can get this legislation to the legislature, we can proceed. 

Mr. Sisk. I will just make one comment and then I will cease my 
questioning. 

Actually, several times in your statement, as well as, I think, in 
some statements made this morning, mention was made of pressure 
upon the Federal Government. I think that is a bit unfortunate, be- 
cause pressure upon the Secretary of the Interior and the Department 
of the Interior just will not work. Even California cannot bring 
any pressure. That is out the window. They do not have to be 
pressured, because we have in the State of Colorado, the State of 
Montana, the State of Arizona, the State of New Mexico, the State 
of Utah—we have a lot of projects, and they want the money. I 
think it is unfortunate if we in California have any ideas we are 
going to pressure them into anything. There is a lot of pressure 
from other areas for money, and therefore they are not necessarily 
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anxious to pour any money into California. So I think it is a bit un- 
fortunate we speak of bringing pressure on them, with the idea in 
mind they are desirous of spending this money in building this proj- 
ect. I just want to make that clear, that that type of pressure, I 
do not think, will do any good. 

Mr. Butter. I did not mean the Secretary of the Interior, Mr. Sisk. 
The people I mean are the Westlands Water District. 

Mr. Sisk. I appreciate your feeling there. However, there again 
I question to what extent pressure in that sense would work, even 
in that instance. 

Mr. Chairman, I will cease at this time. I appreciate your liber- 
ality. 

Mr. Asprnauui. The gentleman from Utah, Mr. Dawson. 

Mr. Dawson. In view of the colloquy just had between you and the 
gentleman from California, do I understand you still stand on your 
statement made in the second paragraph, which reads as follows: 

First of all, we believe that any final congressional authorization of the San 
Luis project should, in the highest interests of all prospective users of Feather 
River project water, or any other State project water, follow and not precede 
the negotiation of a contract between the State of California and the United 
States Department of the Interior, such contract to set forth the terms and 
conditions of construction, financing, operation, and integrated use of the reser- 
voir facilities. 

Do you still stand on that statement ? 

Mr. Butter. Of course, that is the position, sir, of our board of 
directors. If you want to have me express a personal opinion, I will 
be glad to do that. 

I think there might be means of obviating that. For example, if 
we had it in such a way that it had to be first approved by the Cali- 
fornia State Legislature or some such thing, or the terms were spelled 
out in the legislation with sufficient definiteness so that we knew what 
we were buying. then I think that might be a practical thing. You 
understand, I am making that as a personal statement, but I have not 
consulted the directors about it. 

Mr. Dawson. If I understand you correctly, if those terms are not 
spelled out in the bill, you may be opposed to the measure? 

Mr. Butter. That is right, yes, sir; if it did not require coming 
back to Congress for approv val of the C ongress. 

Mr. Dawson. That is all, except I would like to remind my friend, 
Mr. Levering, that his quotations from Senators reminded me of the 
hearings on the Upper Colorado project. I think they have been 
duplicated many times. I would like to help you out in your project 
if it meant you would not cast covetous eyes on our upper Colorado 
River water. I realize you have got to have some water down 
there, but I agree with my chairman, if we do not do something to 
get a little commonsense in this situation and realize there are other 
people concerned with this water, we are not going to get anywhere. 
So I do hope you can get together in the negotiations and we can 
help you. 

Mr. Asprnaty. If my colleague will yield, I think his statements 
may have been made more for home consumption. 

Mr. Dawson. They were made for southern California consump- 
tion. 

Mr. Asprnaui.. The gentleman from California, Mr. Hosmer. 
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Mr. Hosmer. As a matter of fact, Mr, Levering, continuing with 
the gentleman from Utah’s observation there, nobody is going to get 
any ‘pl ice, State or Federal, with this thing unless there is some sub- 
stantial agreement in C alifornia, as a practical matter. Is that right? 

Mr. Levertnc. Yes. We heard it not only this time but we heard 
it previously and reiterated in this committee, that there cannot be 
any construction on the San Luis project, even if it is authorized, 
unless the Federal Government is assured of water to be able to deliver 
to the San Luis unit. I think that is a perfectly sound approach. 
That is the same position we in southern C alifornia take; that we do 
not want to put money into a project, the Feather River project or 

canals, and so forth, without being able to enter into a contract with 
the State of California which will assure us of a certain percentage 
of the water, whatever that percentage should be. 

Now, let me amplify it to this extent; that we do not expect, Mr. 
Hosmer, in cases of extreme drought, to sign a contract that says 
you are going to get X number of acre-feet of water at the expense of 
someone else. We are perfectly willing, given the situation of an ex- 
treme drought, if the reservoir does not produce 5 million acre-feet 
per annum, and it. is necessary to prorate that on a percentage basis 
with its various water users, proportionate to the amount allocated 
to them in their contract—we are willing to do that. We are willing 
to share the plenty and we are willing to share the shortage on an 
equal basis with others, and we are not trying to take any vested or 
prior right away from anybody up north. We would like to help 
them build their flood control unit, but we would like to have some 
guaranty in the form of contracts with the State of California that, 
if we put up our money, we are going to get something. It is like you 
put up a hundred dollar deposit on an automobile but you do not pay 

cash for it until you get a title. We would like a guaranty similar 
to that. 

Mr. Hosmer. I believe your point is, Mr. Butler, that a specific type 
of cutoff date would make it possible for somebody just to drag their 
feet and prevent this kind of agreement. because they would be under 
no compulsion tocarry it out. Is that right? 

Mr. Butter. That is correct; yes. 

Mr. Hosmer. Mr. Porter, to clear up a question with respect to the 
State’s ability financially to go ahead with the construction and oper- 
ation, you, I believe, are chairman of the committee exploring that. 
Will you just briefly assess the capacity of the State to do that ? 

Mr. Porrer. Yes, Mr. Hosmer. The State of California, as you 
know, has never built any water projects. We are just now having 
before us the California water plan. We realize that it is going to take 
a century to build all of the proposed projects, some 270 in number, 
and it is going to cost about $13 billion. The first unit is the Feather 
River project, which will cost. at least $1.5 billion. 

We are currently concluding our first 6 months of interim com- 
mittee study on financing. It would be easier to answer your ques- 
tion with some degree of accuracy, I suppose, in 2 years. But the 
proposal before the legislature now, the one that I mean, is that we 
submit to the voters of the State of California, a bond issue in the 
amount of at least $1 billion, but possibly the total cost of the Feather 
River project is $1.5 billion. That figure has been mentioned fre- 
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quently in the papers enough in the last several years so that the 
people of the State are familiar with the magnitude of the price, 
the magnitude of the money involved. 

We have some money in the bank. We have $139 million which 
was referred to, I believe, either yesterday or this morning, not by 
amount but in an investment fund, some tidelands oil money coming 
from your district, by the way, Mr. Hosmer. That can start, but only 
start in a very small w ay, the water project development so far as 
financing is concerned. 

Without talking endlessly on this subject, which it would be pos- 
sible to do, we have not yet raised the money. 

I think the tone of my prepared statement here meant to imply 
that the people of California are just now beginning to face up to their 
water problems. 

No one here can predict, and I will not predict but I feel hopeful of 
the picture—no one here can predict what the voters of our State will 
do when they are presented with a very large bond issue which, how- 
ever, of course, would be largely paid back by way of project revenue 
from the sale of water primarily from the Feather. So it will have to 
be a combination of current income, project revenues, all backed by 
a general obligation bond issue. 

Mr. Hosmer. Thank you for pointing out my slight financial in- 
terest in this. 

You mentioned that the voters were aware of the cost involved. 
Are they also generally aware of the vital nature of the problem 
involved ? 

Mr. Porter. They have been constantly told about it, and increas- 
ingly so in the last 5 years, in the press. 

Mr. Hosmer. You mentioned that the State itself had not gone into 
this type of construction before, but the various subdivisions of the 
State, such as the irrigation districts and the metropolitan water 
district and other water districts have vast experience in this sort 
of thing? 

Mr. Porrer. That is right. All water development in California 
has been done by local political subdivisions and irrigation districts 
since 1872, I believe, the metropolitan water district and the Los 
Angeles Department of Water and Power. 

Mr. Hosmer. There is no lack of administrative and engineering 
talent to carry on this project ? 

Mr. Porrer. Oh, no. We have an excellent State water department. 
It is new, it has an excellent director, it is excellently staffed. 

Mr. Hosmer. I reserve the balance of my time, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Asprnati. The gentleman from Arizona, Mr. Rhodes. 

Mr. Ruoves. Mr. Butler, you say on page 3, your sixth point, that 
you do not want anybody to get a permit to use water in the San Luis 
service area which would give any parity in right to delivery or 
storage of water made available by the San Luis Dam. Will you tell 
me how you expect the Federal Government to invest $300 million in 
any project when they do not have any priority to water that the 
project is built to deliver ? 

Mr. Butter. Mr. Rhodes, you will pardon the reference to the suit 
that is before the United States Supreme Court now ? 

on Ruopes. I will not only pardon it, I will welcome it. Go right 
ahead. 
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Mr. Buruer. We sort of think perhaps we got our fingers burnt 
once by accepting a priority that was on the tail end of everybody else. 
Sothat with respect to this litigation before the United States Supreme 
Court we are in the most exposed position. 

Mr. Ruopes. I am glad to hear you say that. I thought we were. 
[| Laughter. | 

Mr. Burter. I am talking about the priorities with respect to the 
users within the State of California. 

Now we just do not feel that we want to spend $1 billion of our 
money and agree to repay the State for that expenditure and get in 
the same kind of position. 

Mr. Ruopes. Is it your position that there is not enough water in 
the Sacramento-San Joaquin-Feather system to take care ‘of this San 
Luis service area and the metropolitan water district ? 

Mr. Burier. No; that is not our position. But you will also re- 
member that we once thought there was plenty of water in the Colo- 
rado River. 

Mr. Ruopes. That was before you and I were in the picture, I am 
sure. 

Mr. Butter. That is not quite so sure now. 

Mr. Ruopes. It seems to me—I say this with all due respect—that 
you have done as fine a job of knifing a project, without coming right 
out and saying it, as anybody I have ever seen. Because under your 
concept it would be completely and utterly impossible for this com- 
mittee of this Congress to authorize a Federal San Luis project. 

Mr. Butter. Now, Mr. Rhodes, I feared that myself, as 1 told Mr. 
Sisk prior to the time that I came to Washington. But after I heard 
the remarks of Mr. Bennett, I am hopeful that we can work out an 
agreement that both we and the Federal Government can live with. 

Mr. Ruopes. I should remind you that the Congress is going to 
authorize this project and not Mr. Bennett. 

Mr. Burter. I understand that. But if the Department of the In- 
terior comes in with a recommendation to you that here is something 
that they can live with, we can live with, do you not think that might 
have a little bearing on the situation ? 

Mr. Ruopes. I think so, too, but if your statement means what I 
think it means, then it would be impossible for any such agreement as 
the one you mentioned to be concluded. 

Mr. Asprnauy. Will the gentleman yield to me for a question ? 

Mr. Ruopes. Yes. 

Mr. Asprnatn. Mr. Butler, on page 2 of your statement, in number 
3, you have something that is contrariwise to any policy that has been 
established for reclamation. Are you aware of that? 

Mr. Butter. I do not quite get with what respect you speak that it is. 

Mr. Asprnau. There is no general policy at the present time that 
when an irrigation project. has been paid for in full it shall be re- 
turned to those who paid for it or to any other agency in the local 
community or the State. No project ever has been returned. 

Mr. Butter. I think that perhaps through negotiation we would 
come to a better understanding on that point, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Ruopes. May I resume. If we do not have a cutoff date in 
this bill, are we not removing the pressure from you people and 
actually putting it on the people who want the Federal project ? 








186 SAN LUIS PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 


In other words, if there is not any cutoff date, then they have to agree 
with you in order for the project to be built. 

Mr. Burier. Mr. Rhodes, personally I do not think so. I am just 
as conscious of those people's need of water, I think, as anyone in 
southern California. You remember they gave ‘the figures of something 
like 500,000 acre-feet overdraft, 650,000 acre-feet in Kern County. 
The basin in which Mr. Hosmer and I live, which is about 18 miles 
by 18 miles wide, has a present overdraft of 110,000 acre-feet a year. 
So we are all in the same boat, and we have all got to do something. 
It isa tragedy if we do not. 

Mr. Ruopes. I agree with you. I think that you need to do some- 
thing and Arizona needs to do something. In fact, I think it is the 
silliest thing we ever did to get to fighting over water. We should 
have found some basis for agreement. 

Mr. Butter. If we are not careful, the Indians are going to get the 
rest of it. 

Mr. Ruopes. That is completely right. That is neither here nor 
there. As I say, it happened before either you or I got into the picture. 

If we take this cutoff date out, we are taking the pressure off the 
Metropolitan Water District, but we are also putting the pressure on 
the people in the San Luis service area at the same time. 

I think the best thing we could do would be to have a cutoff date but 
have it far enough ahead that everybody could get together if they 
approached the matter in good faith, and they ¢ ould agree. 

Mr. Butter. You remember, I said I was ready, willing, and anxious 
to negotiate the point further. The people I want to negotiate with 
are the Westlands water district. 

Mr. Ruopes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Asprnatu. The gentleman from Colorado, Mr. Chenoweth. 

Mr. Cuenowertnu. As I understand it, you feel encouraged over the 
prospects for some agreement since you have been in Washington ? 4 

Mr. Burier. Definitely, yes. I think the willingness of ‘the West- 
lands people to consider the Kern County concept ‘and the statement 
of Mr. Bennett that I quoted makes the situation very, very much 
more hopeful. 

Mr. CHEnowetu. We hope you can agree on something. 

You mentioned some disappointment with the water in the Colo- 
rado River. We did pretty well for you this year, did we not? I 
think it was something like 22 million acre-feet of water we sent down 
the river to you. 

Mr. Butter. Yes, but I have in my briefcase over here a report, just 
gotten out by the Comptroller General’s Office, in which he states there 
is an accumulated deficit of $6 million plus interest in the lower basin 
fund. That is a matter of considerable concern. 

Mr. CuenowetH. I am talking about the amount of water in the 
river. In Colorado we are trying to give you all the water you are 
entitled to and maybe a little more. We are also trying to keep a 
little ourselves up there, and we wish you would help us in that effort. 

Mr. Butter. The Lower Basin compact is the law of the river, and 
I think that will take care of it. 

Mr. Cuenowern. There will be water for everyone if we can get 
together. 

Mr. Asprnay. Justa minute. What compact? 
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Mr. Butier. The Colorado River compact. I humbly beg the 
chairman’s pardon for that remark. 

Mr. Ruopes. I wish there were a Lower Basin compact. 

Mr. Asprnaty. The gentleman from California, Mr. Utt. 

Mr. Urr. I wanted to ask, Mr. Levering, if you thought if the 
Federal Government did not proceed with the San Luis unit, would 
the State of California go ahead with the Feather River project and 
perhaps acquire the San Luis Reservoir site and proceed on its own? 

Mr. Levertne. Of course, again, I cannot commit the Legislature 
of the State of California, but I can tell you what we did do. We 
appropriated $9,300,000 in the budget session 2 years ago for site 
acquisitions of both the Feather River and the San Luis project. The 
Governor of the State at that time said he would not take any action 
on that appropriation until July 1, 1957. 

If you will recall, we came here to Washington and presented a 
resolution that had been passed by both Houses requesting the Gov- 
ernor to proceed without unnecessary delay toward the acquisition 
of the various sites, of which the San Luis was one, for which we 
had appropriated the money. However, in the wisdom of the De- 
partment and the Governor, we did not act until just this summer. 

Mr. Banks told me, within the last 2 or 3 days, that they were now 
starting to acquire some of the San Luis dam site for which they 
have $900,000 available. 

We have the figures on the budget that the Governor will present 
to us within a month. Less than that. On February 3. In that, I 
understand, there is sufficient moneys to complete total ac quisition of 
the San Luis dam site and also the Feather River dam site and for 
other expenditures. I cannot tell you what the legislature is going 
to do, but those are the requests of the administration. 

Mr. Urr. It would be your opinion that the Feather River project 
is not completely dependent upon the Government going ahead with 
the San Luis project / 

Mr. Levering. I would not say it is completely dependent upon it. 
I think we have a situation, Mr. Utt, that we have to face up to. 
It has been mentioned here before. Responsible members that are 
elected by the people all over the State of California have to be 
objective enough to look at the needs of all of the people. It will be 
very much easier for the people of California, it will be more finan- 
cially feasible, if we can get the Federal Government to invest in 
these projects what they would invest in them ordinarily if they were 
going to authorize them to build themselves. 

I think the people up in this area of Westlands are entitled to water, 
just the same as anybody else, if they want it from the Federal Gov- 
ernment under the Bureau of Reclamation law, which is all right 
with me. 

The only thing we want to be careful of is that in assisting them 
to get what they rightfully are entitled to we do not pass some kind 
of a piece of legislation which will forego the delivery of much- 
needed water to other areas of the State. 

Does that answer your question 

Mr. Urr. It does; yes. Thank you. 

Mr. Asprnatn. Are there any other questions / 
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Mr. Shannon, as I read your statement, it is to the effect that, a- 
president of the Feather River Project Association, you favor the 
joint construction and operation of the project which has been men- 
tioned in this hearing. Is that correct ? 

Mr. SHannon. Yes; as long as the interests of the State of Cali- 
fornia are fully met in all conditions. 

I would say, Mr. Chairman, the hearings here in the last 8 days 
have centralized on the San Luis project, but it is my thinking t that 
the major project has been more or less overlooked in the considera 
tion of a minor part of that overall project. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Of course, we do not have the Feather River project. 
as such, before this committee and will not have as long as it is a 
State project. 

Mr. SuHannon. I think you do to this extent, Mr. Chairman, if you 
will bear with me, that is the association’s position and thinking 
that the San Luis storage space at San Luis is an integral and vital 
part of the Feather River project, which is the first unit of the Cali- 
fornia water plan, and without that storage assured to the project. 
the Feather River project, the first unit of the California water plan, is 
not feasible. 

Mr. Asprnaty. Of course, as I understand it, the proposers and 
supporters of the San Luis project state that their project is feasible 
as a Federal project even without any relationship whatsoever to the 
Feather River project. 

Mr. SuHannon. That is correct. 

Mr. Asprnatu. As long as we have that project before us, then it is 
incumbent upon those who are in favor of the State project to 
decide your own questions and not bring them here for us to decide. 
We just do not. have that responsibility. 

Mr. SHannon. Well, we do not want you to make a decision that 
would preclude the use of San Luis Reservoir space to the Feather 
River project. 

Mr. Asprnatx. As we close the hearing today, may I suggest to all 
of you who have appeared that you return home as quickly as pos 
sible and try to get together on what is involved in this great under 
taking. 

Mr. SuHannon. I think, Mr. Chairman, we have made wonderful 
progress toward that very end. 

Mr. Ruopes. I think the chairman just made a point that maybe 
should be emphasized ; that is, it is certainly my feeling, and I think 
the feeling of the majority of the committee, that water rights insofa: 
as they affect reclamation or insofar as they affect any water user w 
be decided according to the law of the State. There is no Federal 
water law as far as we are concerned. Also, as far as I am concerned, 
the way the State of California wants its water distributed is the way 
it is going to be distributed. That is another reason I think, Mr. 
Butler, you do not need to worry too much about anybody putting the 
bee on you, because there have to be some water rights allocated before 
this project is built, either State or Federal. So I would not worrs 
about a cutoff date if I were you people. I would go back home and 
get busy and get an agreement as to how this water is to be divided. 
and let’s start to use it. After all, the sooner you start using this 
water, the sooner you are going to give me back the Colorado River. 
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Mr. Asprnauu. The chairman has a letter under date of January 13, 
1958, signed by Mr. Gose, president of the Los Angeles Chamber of 
Commerce. Unless there is an objection, the letter will be made a 
part of the record at this place in the hearing. 

Hearing no objection, it is so ordered. 

(The letter follows. ) 


Los ANGELES CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 


Los Angeles, Calif., January 13, 1958. 
Hon. CLAIR ENGLE, 


House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN ENGLE: In connection with the proposed legislation for 
construction of the dam and reservoir on San Luis Creek, we have previously 
emphasized the importance of this structure as a major facility in the State’s 
Feather River project. We have recognized that there is need for a supplemental 
water supply in the area that would be served by the San Luis unit of the Federal 
proposal. We likewise know that this need is no more urgent than that of other 
areas in the San Joaquin Valley and in southern California and that these other 
needs pertain to some 7 to 8 million people, as compared to the 12,000 or so in the 
San Luis service area. We deem it only proper and fair that all the areas and 
all the people to be served with water regulated through the San Luis Reservoir 
have equal consideration. 

At the hearings being held in Washington this week by your Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs there will be presented proposals which have been 
developed by the Kern County Farm Bureau for establishing of relationships 
between the Federal and State governments in connection with the San Luis 
Reservoir and related facilities. These proposals have been given careful study 
by the water and power committee of this chamber and on recommendation from 
that committee our board of directors commends them to your favorable con- 
sideration for use in developing the basic principles which should be incorporated 
in legislation should there be joint development by the State and Federal govern- 
ment of the San Luis unit. Should such legislation be enacted we most strongly 
urge that it provide that no construction be undertaken on the Federal Govern- 
ment’s part of the program until an agreement incorporating basic principles in 
general conformity with those presented in the Kern County concept be entered 
into between the two governmental agencies. 

While differing somewhat in procedures, the Kern County concept is not at 
variance in its broader aspects with what we now regard as bipartisan statement 
of policy for encouraging State and local initiative in the development of our 
water resources. I refer to statements which you have made in recent times 
advocating legislation under which the Federal Government would advance 
funds to non-federally constructed projects on the same basis as though the 
Federal Government were the constructing agency. This idea would seem to be 
supported by President Eisenhower when he commended to Congress recom- 
mendations of the Presidential Advisory Committee on Water Policy. Although 
it does not go as far as your approach toward decentralization of water develop- 
ment, the Kern County proposals do meet the totally objectionable proposals 
for preferential treatment in some of the legislation which has been presented 
for Federal development of the San Luis unit. 

Sincerely, 


Georce B. Goss, President. 

Mr. Asprnati. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from southern 
California, Mr. Utt, for a unanimous-consent request. 

Mr. Urr. I would like to ask unanimous consent that the letter 
addressed to the Honorable Clair Engle, chairman, Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs, from the Pacific Gas & Electric Co., in 
reply to the question to Governor Aandahl the other morning be 
placed in the record following the testimony of Governor Aandahl. 

Mr. Asprnatt. Is there any objection ? 

Mr. Eneue. Reserving the right to object, and I shall not object, 
I would like to to ask unanimous consent to make an insertion of 
my own remarks in the record following the insertion of the letter. 
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Mr. Asprnauv. Is there any objection to both requests / 

Mr. Hosmer. May | ask that that request apply to any member of 
the committee / 

Mr. Asprnaty. You have heard the other request. Is there any 
objection to the request that the letter from the Pacific Gas & Electric 
Co., dated January 16, 1958, signed by Robert H. Gerdes, be placed 
in the record, and that all members may have a right to make an in- 
sertion of their own remarks immediately following the insertion of 
the letter? 

Hearing no objection, it is so ordered. 

(See p. 45.) 

Mr. Enetr. Mr. Chairman, I would like to make a statement, if I 
may. 

Mr. Asprnati. Mr. Engle. 

Mr. Enere. Pursuant to the wnanimous-consent request, and that 
is that there have been statements made in the testimony, including 
that of Mr. Aandahl, regarding the surpluses in the Central Valley 
project fund under the ps artnership development of the Trinity with 
the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. and under all Federal development. 
I did not undertake to argue with the figures at the time because the 
Secretary had stated that they recommended the San Luis project 
under either condition and that the project was feasible under either 
condition. It is not a point involving the hearing on the San Luis 
project but is a controversy which would be collateral to it and which 
will be the subject of hearings next week, but I want to raise the point 
in the record on the accuracy of those figures. 

In addition, I would like to comment with reference to the letter 
of January 16, 1958, signed by Robert H. Gerdes, that this repre- 
sents the second modific ‘ation of the Pacific Gas & Electric Co.'s ap- 
proach. The first was for $3.5 million for falling water per annum. 
After that was so obviously ‘short, they went back and licked the ends 
of their pencils and came up with a million point one more, which is 
an enthusiastic addition, I would say, offering then 4.6 million. 

Now, this letter undertakes to sweeten the proposition just a little 
more, by stating for the first time that the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. 
will sell offpeak power, which, of course, is not involved in the first 
proposal at all, which is to swap, kilowatt-hour for kilowatt-hour, 
good, healthy, firm and sinewy kilowatts from the Trinity for the 
weak, limpy, and emaciated offpeak kilowatt-hours of the Pacitic Gas 
& Electric Co. So what I am asking is whether or not the Pacific 
Gas & Electric has played its last card in this poker game. 

I would say, additionally, the letter itself is full of weasel words 
and undefined statements, such as the statement that they will sell this 
power at “incremental costs,” whatever that is. Incremental to what ? 
I will have to ask some engineers just what incremental cost is. 

At any rate, we challenge the correctness of these figures. 

I would say, Mr. Chairman, in conclusion, that under a program 
where the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. takes over the Trinity power- 
house there will not be any power left to the Central Valley project 
except enough to serve one customer, and that all other preference 
agencies and Federal agencies will have to get off the line. 

The Interior Department sent a letter on February 12, 1957, and 
they were wrong, and I challenged the figures. They went back and 
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liked their pencils and went to work. They first said the additional 
cost. to Federal installations and preference agencies would be $118 
million, and it turned out to be $149,040,000. I will say, Mr. Chair- 
man, they are wrong again, as we propose to prove next week, and that 
the additional cost is a great deal more than that. Actually, to bal- 
ance the case off, it is like a farmer selling his own corn crop and 
buying it back at twice the price to feed his own hogs. 

Mr. Hosmer. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Enote. Yes. 

Mr. Hosmer. I would like to ask my colleague from California if 
he is expressing a lack of confidence in the entire Bureau of Reclama- 
tion and all of is activities and financial calculations in general or 
those that pertain to the Trinity in particular ? 

Mr. Enewe. I am expressing lack of confidence in this particular 
analysis and especially some of their figures presented. 

Mr. Hosmer. You are probably swinging around to the position I 
assumed a few years ago. 

Mr. Encie. Let me say, if the Pacific Gas & Electric had not done 
so much of the figuring they might have been nearer right. 

Mr. Sisk. May. I say one word and I will keep it to one minute? 

Mr. Asprnaty. If you keep it to one word. Is it on this? 

Mr. Sisk. No. 

Mr. Asprnatu. The gentleman is recognized for 1 minute. 

Mr. Sisk. It has absolutely nothing to do with the P.G. & E. I 
just want to express my appreciation and the appreciation of the 
people of California to you, Mr. Chairman and members of sg 
committee, for the time and the patience you have spent in the last : 
days in carrying on the hearings. I deeply appreciate what seems 
to me to be a very forward step in mutual agreement on our problem. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Thank you very much, Mr. Sisk. 

Thank you all for taking part in the hearing. 

(Whereupon, at 3: 40 p. m., the hearings were adjourned. ) 
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